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Majority Opinion in Bostock v. Clayton County (2020)

[F]ew pieces of federal legislation rank in significance with the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. There, in Title VII, Congress outlawed discrimination in the workplace
on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. Today, we must decide
whether an employer can fire someone simply for being homosexual or
transgender. The answer is clear. An employer who fires an individual for being
homosexual or transgender fires that person for traits or actions it would not have
questioned in members of a different sex. Sex plays a necessary and undisguisable
role in the decision, exactly what Title VII forbids. (Justice Neil Gorsuch in
Bostock v. Clayton County, Georgia, 2020).
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Abstract
Expectations for school safety and performance are at historically high levels and educational
policy climates are rapidly changing. Agencies are needing to quickly adapt to the Supreme
Court decisions in Bostock and prepare for the impending executive transition. Disparate
treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ students and educators will persist absent contextualized,
codified and strategic policy adoption, implementation and operationalization agendas. This
project argues for policy makers, district officials and school leaders to critically engage in
efforts to stabilize workforce and in-school protections for LGBTQ stakeholders. This is
achieved via clarifying and codifying organizational priorities, building collective efficacy for
intervention and developing pragmatic solutions to overcome barriers to intervention.
An underleveraged cohort of the teacher workforce, this project provides teacher
preparation programs with an integrative model of LGBTQ-specific professional development
for their preservice candidates. The training is embedded with experiences, resources and tools
that are proven to improve not only the efficacy of educational professionals but also the
likelihood that they will engage in LGBTQ-supportive practices in the future. The integrative
framework of policy adoption, implementation and operationalization offered in this project,
while specific to Michigan’s institutions of higher education, can be utilized and adapted to
in-service educators and larger state and agency-level analyses and planning.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Problem Statement
Discriminatory treatment of and disparate outcomes for LGBTQ teachers and students
continue to undermine 21st century expectations for school safety and performance (Smith,
Wright, Riley, et al., 2008; Sears & Mallory, 2011; Kosciw, Greytak, Bartkiewicz, et al., 2012;
Greytak, Kosciw, Villenas, et al., 2016; Kosciw, Greytak, Zongrone, et al., 2018; Kosciw, Clark,
Truong, et al., 2020). Harassment and victimization on the basis of sexual orientation and gender
identity are the biased behaviors most frequently reported in schools, but educators exact fewer
interventions, feel less efficacious in interventions and have the lowest confidence levels in
confronting these behaviors than any other bias-based behaviors (Greytak et al., 2016).
Recommended model policies and LGBTQ-supportive practices have been consistent in the
research (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith,
2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright, Smith & Whitney, 2019; Kosciw et al.,
2020). Emerging data on the teacher workforce illustrate underivative issues requiring new
frameworks for sense-making and reform (Greytak et al., 2016). Understanding and overcoming
an enduring legacy of hostile, silent or conflicting policy signals about teacher engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive efforts is critical to enact reform (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002).
The June 2020 United States Supreme Court suite of decisions in Bostock v. Clayton
County, Georgia sent clear and supportive policy signals: federal interpretations of Title VII
sex-based protections include sexual orientation and gender identity. These decisions implicate
K-12 schools on both Title VII and Title IX grounds, mandating state- and district-level policy
review by school leaders to ensure compliance (Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020). Eliminating
ambiguity via enumerated protections creates clear directives for policy operationalization and
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teacher practice (Spillane et al., 2002). Given the high rates of reported biased behavior and low
confidence levels of the teacher workforce in effective interventions, an integrative framework
for engagement is necessary to contextualize and address these gaps (Spillane et al., 2002).
Importance and Rationale of the Project
Analyses of disparate outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders and lagging educator
participation in supportive interventions generally neglect the historical and enduring legal and
cultural contexts in which K-12 schools exist (Nixon, 2006; Duke, 2007; Graves, 2007).
Teaching itself situates practitioners at dubious legal, social and professional intersections,
responsible to and informed by myriad local, state and national tensions (Harbeck, 1997). The
cumulative weight of anti-LGBTQ individuals, sociopolitical groups, and other cultural forces on
K-12 education creates a structural dissonance between perpetual mistreatment of LGBTQ
stakeholders - as well as those who support them - and the legitimate state interests of school
safety and performance. Absent a heightened awareness of local, state and federal influences, the
implementation of model policies and operationalization of recommended best practices will
prove both ineffectual and inconsistent.
Within the segmented structure of K-12 education (Spillane et al., 2002), policy signals
for whether and/or how to address anti-LGBTQ discrimination, hostilities and victimization
remains, at best, largely opaque or noncompulsary and, at worst, patently hostile or silent
(Nixon, 2006; Duke, 2007; Graves, 2007). These “mixed and often competing signals… can
undermine the authority and power of policy” (Spillane et al., 2002, p. 390), even after the clarity
of Bostock (Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020). Absent Bostock-aligned policy enumerating
protections and establishing mandates at the district and state levels, individual actors will
continue to attend to the signals that align with their own agendas, interests and skill sets
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(Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020). Codifying protections for sexual orientation and gender
identity in policy creates clear mandates and channels of accountability for addressing
measurable gaps in safety and performance for LGBTQ students and educators, ultimately
aligned with state and local interests.
On a practical level amidst these unclear or hostile policy climates, school leaders and
teachers report a complex web of interpersonal, external and logistical hindrances to engaging in
LGBTQ-supportive interventions (Greytak et al., 2016). Educators in the Greytak et al. (2016)
study reference parent and community backlash, restrictive curricular and pedagogical
expectations, and unsupportive administration as significant barriers. Concerns about personal
and professional safety that plague LGBTQ educators also surface for non-LGBTQ educators
when taking part in supportive practices; these discomforts increase with activities that entail
more public or official stances and roles. Of the educators responding in Greytak et al. (2016),
91.3% report that having LGBTQ-inclusive policies would be most helpful to improve the
quantity and quality of their interventions. Despite enumerated policies being shown to create
safer schools for LGBTQ stakeholders, just over half (52%) of teacher respondents assert that
they currently work in such policy climates.
Clear local and state policy signals help create an environment of accountability that both
supports and necessitates educator implementation (Spillane et al., 2002). But lagging access to
effective professional development and its impact on teacher workforce confidence and efficacy
levels should also be considered (Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright
et al., 2019). Reflective of mixed, segmented or noncompulsary policy signals, just less than one
third of teachers report having any training on LGBTQ and 23.6% on transgender issues
(Greytak et al., 2016). Approaching bias-based behaviors via generic bullying and harassment

4
policies and professional development, as is most common, does not lead to greater frequency of
interventions on anti-LGBTQ behaviors (Greytak et al., 2016). Greytak et al (2016) found that
professional development specifically addressing LGBTQ (70.1%) and, more significantly,
transgender (75.3%) issues improves the quantity and quality of teacher interventions over those
who have not had LGBTQ-specific training (40.3%).
Owing at least in part to this disparate access to effective training, educators report
significantly lower confidence and efficacy levels both when confronting anti-LGBTQ bias
behaviors and attempting to engage in supportive practices when compared to all other
categories surveyed (Greytak et al. 2016). While aforementioned external barriers present
challenges to educators interested in engaging in LGBTQ-supportive interventions, competency
gaps persist. “I don’t know how” or “I don’t have time [to learn how or to engage]” are also
referenced as logistical challenges, (Greytak et al., 2016) indicating gaps in efficacy-building
professional development and resources as well as in organizational priorities and leadership.
School leaders are currently tasked with not only updating their district and state policies
to reflect Bostock language, but also with leading a workforce in which 51.7% of individuals
report experiencing some sort of internal barrier to engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts
(Greytak et al., 2016). Over 40% of educators participating in the Greytak et al. (2016) study
reported that opportunities for engagement simply have not come up in their classrooms and
schools, while 15% of the teacher workforce deem supportive practices as “not necessary” and
another 10% of teachers consider them “not appropriate.” Clearly articulated and enumerated
policies as well as LGBTQ-specific professional developments, resources and supports could
address teacher gaps in recognizing opportunities for affirming practices and interventions
(Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019).
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However, equity-minded policymakers and school leaders should anticipate and account
for the rigidity and complexity of these internal barriers as these indicate the strongest likelihood
of individuals engaging - or not engaging - in supportive practices (Greytak et al., 2016). For
example, a not insignificant portion of the teacher workforce (11.8%) actually disagreed with a
question on whether teachers have an obligation to support LGBTQ stakeholders (Greytak et al.,
2016). While policy mandates and accountability channels can reduce some of the potency of
this resistance, Spillane (2004) states that distributive leadership strategies are needed to reckon
with the ‘creative insubordination’ which stems from a lagging sense of duty-to-act. Spillane et
al. (2002, 2004), Bandura (1997) and Hattie (2017) argue for a whole-systems, integrative
framework that contextualizes individuals within an organization as well as the teacher
workforce to address the different forms of resistance to necessary, mandated changes.
With the supreme law of the land updated via Bostock, policy makers, school leaders and
educators are at a crossroads, facing: (1) structural complications in K-12 that make reform
difficult, particularly amidst enduring historical and sociopolitical pressures; (2) segmented and
divergent policy signals, with widespread noncompliance at the state and local levels; (3)
complex interpersonal and collective cognitive dissonance on how and/or whether to engage in
supportive practices; and (4) a teacher workforce that has notable gaps in confidence, comfort,
efficacy, skill sets and motivation for engagement in efforts reflecting this update. The high
frequency of targeted harassment, discrimination and victimization of LGBTQ stakeholders
leaves districts and states with increased potential litigative exposure. Irrespective of compliance
in previous state or district policies, the elevated level of scrutiny that comes with federal
classifications should imbue state policy makers, district officials and leaders in education to
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critically and honestly examine the multifaceted challenges they are facing and quickly develop
integrated frameworks, strategies and training programs to address deficiencies.
Background of the Project
Studies on the treatment of LGBTQ stakeholders have consistently shown disparities in
measurable and perceived safety concerns as well as poor metrics stemming from heightened
subjection to harassment, discrimination and victimization (Smith et al., 2008; Kosciw et al.,
2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Kosciw et al., 2020). Although these gaps
directly conflict with 21st century expectations for school safety and performance, little research
exists that examines why policy makers, district officials and school leaders continue to: (1)
neglect structural shortcomings, (2) send mixed or conflicting policy signals, (3) couch needed
specificity in training and organizational priorities in vague, generalized models, and (4) not
account for collective and individual efficacy and agency when adopting, implementing and
operationalizing policy. While the segmented nature of the development of K-12 education
policy and reform can explain a portion of continued poor treatment of LGBTQ students and
educators, the widespread lack of engagement by educational leaders in rectifying these gaps
creates immediate concerns. The interpretations in Bostock for sex-based classification plainly
does not allow for continued systemic magnimity or antagonism in policy or practice.
Building an integrative framework for not just understanding these gaps - in safety and
performance, as well as in policy- and practice-based remedies - but designing clear strategies
around adoption, implementation and operationalization of LGBTQ-supportive policies and
practices requires pulling from a variety of research canons. Greytak et al. (2016) offer the
inaugural study into the reasons why educators writ-large do or do not engage in LGBTQsupportive practices, aggregating these datasets for a multitude of policy, training, interpersonal,

7
and state and local sociocultural contexts. The insights from this study are foundational to
understanding the contemporary implications of historical, structural and profession-based
leverage points and shortcomings of the teacher workforce. Spillane et al. (2002) provides a
helpful framework for analyses of policy implementation, while Spillane (2004) offers leadership
models to support successful strategic adoption and operationalization of policies. Hattie (2017)
reifies Bandura’s (1997) theories on collective efficacy, proposing whole-staff and
whole-profession schema to interpreting and addressing complex deficiencies.
When considering how to improve implementation and operationalization of
LGBTQ-supportive interventions, preservice teachers represent an underleveraged cohort of the
teacher workforce (Nixon, 2006). This subset of future teachers typically operates within more
established, supportive policy climates (Nixon, 2006; Vavrus, 2009) and programs with flexible
curriculum standards and greater pedagogical autonomy (Vavrus, 2009). Results from Greytak et
al (2016) show that 91.8% of the teacher workforce did not have any professional development
during their preservice education on LGBQ issues and 93.9% did not have training on
transgender issues. Colleges of education offer a critical and expedient avenue to help teacher
candidates internalize clear legal boundaries and policy signals, as well as raise collective
consciousness around the historical, structural and profession-based deficiencies on LGBTQ
topics. Creating an influx of confident, efficacious young educators could help improve in-school
practice as well as aid in navigating transitioning state and local contexts.
The ‘Critical Pedagogy for Teacher Education’ outlined by Vavrus (2009) provides an
integrated curriculum for mitigating internal barriers to engaging in LGBTQ-supportive
practices. The study improved confidence in teacher candidate participants “being able to
consider issues of gender and sexuality as a legitimate part of their teacher identity” (p. 388).
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Reflected in the Vavrus (2009) and Spillane et al. (2002) models is the importance of strategic
and cognitive preparations, exercises in individual and collective efficacy-building that both
Bandura (1977) and Hattie (2017) endorse. Contextualized curriculums and critical pedagogy
can help preservice candidates develop a teacher identity and sense of positionality to mitigate
internal barriers and increases likelihood of quality interventions. This engagement also prepares
them to be positive actors for transitional adoption, implementation and operationalization efforts
in their future communities.
A state currently without enumerated sex-based protections codified in their constitution,
Michigan offers a case study on the tension between a sympathetic executive and an oppositional
legislature (Cwiek, 2019) resulting in mixed and conflicting policy signals for public K-12
educators. Governor Whitmer’s Executive Orders enumerating sex-based protections and K-12
guidelines demonstrate an alignment with not only Bostock interpretations but also best practices
supported by the literature (Smith et al., 2008; Sears & Mallory, 2011; Kosciw et al., 2012;
Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Kosciw et al., 2020). Despite 70% of the Michigan
public supporting LGBTQ-inclusive non-discrimination policies, the Republican-controlled state
legislature has blocked efforts to expand the state’s Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Laws to include
sexual orientation and gender identity (Mallory, Brown, Freeman et al., 2019). Michigan’s Safe
School Law, mandating district-level adoption of anti-bullying policies, is vague and exiguous in
that it does not include an enumerated list of protected classifications (Mallory et al. 2019, p. 21).
Indeed at the local level in Michigan, only 8% of LGBTQ students report having
antidiscrimination, -bullying and -harassment school policies that include specific protections
based on sexual orientation and gender identity (Kosciw et al., 2018).
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The dissonance created by these mixed policy signals within Michigan K-12, per Spillane
et al. (2002), should be considered when analyzing its teacher workforce’s engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive practices. Formerly known as the Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education
Network, GLSEN’s 2017 State Snapshot of Michigan’s school climate showed that LGBTQ
students report poor safety and performance metrics, resulting from not only heightened verbal
and physical harassment and assault, but also from ineffectual and/or hostile educator actions.
Less than half of students (44.7%) who experienced harassment or assault reported the incident
to school staff and of those, only 28% said the staff intervention was effective (Kosciw et al.,
2018). Moreover, 15% of respondents reported hearing school staff making homophobic remarks
and 34% heard staff make negative remarks about someone’s gender identity; in line with this
trend, 60% of Michigan LGBTQ students said their administration was not supportive of their
subset of stakeholders (GLSEN, 2019).
Michigan is not unique in its substandard treatment of and absent codified protections for
LGBTQ stakeholders in K-12. However, state and local policy signals are largely noncompliant
with Bostock language, and lagging engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts should cause
trepidation for Michigan policymakers, district officials and school leaders. With an impending
changeover of the federal executive that will invariably impact guidance for K-12, Michigan is
likely to experience significant education- and employment-based policy transitions over the
next five years. Preparing Michigan’s educators for this transitional period is both a matter of
compliance and workforce competency. Leveraging preservice teacher preparation programs in
Michigan’s higher education institutions could address the urgency of improving
LGBTQ-literacy in the teacher workforce.
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Statement of Purpose
Greytak et al. (2016) report teachers who receive LGBTQ-specific professional
development are more likely to take part in supportive practices than those who have not by a
30-point margin. The purpose of this project is to engage preservice teacher candidates at
Michigan’s higher education institutions in LGBTQ-specific professional development
experiences that: (1) help them critically examine the historical, structural and professional
actualities of K-12 education, (2) establish clear, duty-to-act policy signals and legal boundaries
for their profession, (3) build collective efficacy and strategic models for interpersonal
engagement on LGBTQ topics in their future schools and communities, and (4) mitigate internal
barriers via critical pedagogies and curricula. This project will provide a cohort of the teacher
workforce with the cognitive and strategic foundations to navigate through the impending
transitions within Michigan’s education and employment policy landscapes (Mallory et al. 2019).
By providing preservice teachers with LGBTQ-specific training, this model can provide districts
with much-needed confidence, efficacy and systems-thinking skill sets.
Project components present an integrative framework and collaborative, open-sourced
space for engagement and reference. This includes a website that will act as a guide for
understanding the legal updates and policy implications of Bostock as well as model policies,
recommended practices and other reference materials that capture and contextualize LGBTQ
topics in K-12 education. The project will also include a slide deck to facilitate in-person or
virtual LGBTQ-specific professional development workshops with a special emphasis on
adhering to the four tenets of efficacy-building in a collective manner: mastery of experience,
vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion and physical/emotional arousal (Bandura, 1997). The
final project component is a sample of a working document generated collaboratively by
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preservice teacher participants during the professional development experience. This working
document serves as a foundational, critical cognitive preparation for engaging in
LGBTQ-supportive practices. The barriers-to-intervention strategic playbook is a vital takeaway
for preservice participants as they hire into variant, transitional sociocultural and policy contexts.
While this integrative professional development, strategic adoption and
leadership-building model can prove useful for in-service application, certain elements would
require tailor-fitting to the needs of those unique policy and situational contexts. Established
and/or entrenched skill sets of in-service educators could require different pedagogies or
curricula in order to meet situational needs and practical relevance. Nevertheless, the integrated
model provided within this project generates necessary and timely opportunities for K-12
professionals and policymakers to update their collective lexicon and sensibilities to reflect 21st
century best practices for school safety and performance.
Objectives of the Project
The objectives of this project are to build the collective efficacy and policy literacy of
preservice teachers as part of an integrative framework to assess and address lagging teacher
workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive practices. Providing preservice candidates with
LGBTQ-specific training - shown to demonstrably increase and improve practice (Smith et al.,
2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019) - early in their teaching careers is a
strategic adoption, implementation and operationalization goal within transitional policy
climates. The components of the project offer an integrative framework for developing a
contextualized teacher identity and positionality via a critical command of model policies,
recommended practices and strategies to overcome barriers to practice. The social learning
environment of the professional development experience emphasizes efficacy-building in a
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shared paradigm, harnessing collective insights from participant experience. The intention of this
project is to inculcate preservice teacher candidates with adaptive skill sets, strategic frameworks
and prerequisite levels of confidence and competence to engage in and continuously improve
upon the LGBTQ-supportive efforts of their profession. Through establishing LGBTQ-literacy in
this subset of emerging educational professionals, the teacher workforce writ-large gets one step
closer to the ultimate objectives of improving school safety and performance.
Definition of Key Terms
Bandura’s Four Sources of Efficacy - Bandura (1997) identified four main sources for
development of self-efficacy: (1) mastery experiences, (2) vicarious experiences, (3) social
persuasion, and (4) emotional and physiological stress or arousal.
Collective Teacher Efficacy - Refers to “shared belief in the conjoint capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment” (Bandura, 1997);
see also, “collective belief of teachers in their ability to positively affect students” (Hattie, 2017).
LGBTQ - Refers to a collection of sexual orientation and gender identities/expressions: Lesbian,
Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer. The version utilized here is non-exhaustive and certainly
not intended to erase or denigrate any identities not listed; instead, it was chosen for brevity and
alignment with most of the prevailing research in this canon.
Policy Implementation - Refers to the complex cognitive and organizational process by which
policy signals are received, interpreted and either operationalized or ignored by individual and
collective actors (Spillane et al., 2002).
Preservice Teacher Preparation Program - Refers to a postsecondary, extended, accredited
training institution (i.e. College of Education) that works in coordination with state educational
agencies to prepare teacher candidates for the professional teacher workforce.
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Professional Development - Refers to employment-related training sessions, resources and tools
designed to improve performance, establish shared goals and build professional competencies.
Self-Efficacy - Bandura (1977) coined the phrase ‘self-efficacy’ and defined it as “a person’s
particular set of beliefs that determine how well one can execute a plan of action in prospective
situations...a person’s belief in their ability to succeed in a particular situation.”
Strategic Adoption - Refers to the process by which members of an organization set long-term or
overall policy and practice priorities and engage in intentional plans for operationalization as
well as account for barriers-to-implementation (Harbeck, 1997).
Scope of the Project
This project offers teacher preparation programs in the state of Michigan a
LGBTQ-specific professional development experience for teacher candidates; the training is
flexible but limited as it can be facilitated in one to four sessions of two hours each. While
Vavrus (2009) and others submit effective full-semester curricula and programming, this model
is designed to supplement - not replace - seminar-level coursework all the way through the
student-teaching practicum. The content explored requires a cursory understanding of
educational policy, contemporary conversations in K-12 education and professional expectations
for practice. The concepts and strategies offered as a part of this project work well in conjunction
with intersecting explorations of identity, positionality and leveraging privilege in teaching.
Cohorts and students already engaging in critical pedagogies and curricula will likely advance
into higher-level and more strategy-based conversations than less engaged counterparts.
Though it can be adapted and tailored to meet the needs of in-service teacher and
administrative cohorts, this project remains highly dependent on the competencies and real-time
counsel of the facilitator(s). By design, the social nature of shared sense-making and exploration
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of whole-profession histories, trends and deficiencies requires a guide adept at navigating
heterogeneous groups through complex, challenging and at times uncomfortable or tense
conversations. Continued course-corrections to maintain alignment with Bandura’s (1997)
sources of efficacy are the linchpins to the program’s success: the facilitator(s) must (1)
demonstrate mastery of intersectional content and concepts and critical pedagogies; (2) allow for
and affirm vicarious contributions; (3) maintain a productive, engaging emotional and physical
arousal level for the group; and (4), engage social persuasion in a shared paradigm that
influences teacher identities and leads to engagement in supportive interventions. LGBTQ topics
in K-12 are currently and continuously litigated and this canon of research is still developing.
Therefore, the credibility and performance of the facilitator(s) also relies on their ability to stay
updated in ongoing dialogue and studies, particularly amidst transitional policy climates.
The successful implementation of this project is also dependent on higher education
instructors to not only allow for class time to be utilized for this training, but to have aligned
programming that reinforces the concepts and skill sets of this project. Absent institutionalized
commitment to the principles of equity and inclusion, the professional development component
of this project is more likely to be ineffectual or exist too far outside shared conceptual
paradigms. While the facilitator can be expected to create and maintain a productive in-training
culture, the format of the professional development offered in this project is invariably reliant on
the institution and instructor setting broader behavioral and ethical boundaries for participants.
A consideration left unaddressed by this project is how to track and provide continued
support for participants as they transition from preservice to in-service teachers. While the
strategies and resources extended during the training are borne from successful studies and
recommended best practices, no standardized avenue currently exists through which facilitators
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can record whether the training led to greater frequency or improved quality of interventions
once these cohorts were hired into districts. Moreover, the fact that the cohorts receiving these
resources and training are pre-professionals prohibits certain channels of inquiry and data
collection. When presented as a limited experience within a broader teacher preparation program,
the ability to articulate and record the specific impact of this project’s components is limited
largely to qualitative and/or individual anecdotal profferings.
Perhaps the broadest-reaching potential limitation would be a reversal or undermining of
the Supreme Court decisions in Bostock and/or other federal or state regressions in
re-establishing antagonistic, anti-LGBTQ policies. The Bostock decision marked the first time
federal sex-based protections that enumerate for sexual orientation and gender identity were
unmoored from executive orders and term-limits; this established a limited but more stable
avenue of Equal Protection recourse for all American LGBTQ stakeholders, irrespective of the
policy climates of their states. Barring an amendment to the Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act or a
Bostock-affirming ruling within the Michigan State Supreme Court setting precedence for state
interpretations, Governor Whitmer’s executive orders extending enumerated protections are set
to expire when she leaves office. Aside from the instability that this type of uncodified and
election-based policy climate creates for LGBTQ youth and workers, there are measurable
consequences not establishing shared paradigms for teacher workforce engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive interventions. The effectiveness of this project relies, in part, on the
expansion and transition of policy foretold in Bostock and the quickly evolving public
consciousness around the need for codified protections.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction
Teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts are lagging amidst school
climates that are measurably hostile towards LGBTQ stakeholders to the detriment of overall
school safety and performance (Greytak et al., 2016). Historical, structural, institutional,
organizational and professional contexts persist that inform and influence teacher workforce
engagement. An integrative framework for reading the inaugural datasets is necessary to not only
understand the reasons for the lagging engagement but also design effectual plans for
improvement (Spillane et al., 2002). Amidst unstable and transitional policy climates, collective
teacher efficacies and interventions are impacted by conflicting and confusing signals on
whether, how and why to take part in LGBTQ-supportive efforts. Growing collective literacies
and efficacies via LGBTQ-specific professional development experiences is needed.
This literature review examines and contextualizes current teacher workforce engagement
to address the disparities in treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders, which are
suppressing overall school safety and performance. Research-based strategies are explored
within adoption, implementation and operationalization constructs. As the research on the topic
is still limited, this chapter at times borrows from other canons of educational, policy and
developmental literature. Educational theories on collective efficacies and sense-making are
developed into an integrative framework for comprehensive reform in LGBTQ-supportive
interventions in K-12. Preservice teacher preparation programs are targeted in this literature
review as a viable pathway to improving overall LGBTQ-literacy and engagement in the
professional teacher workforce.
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Theory/Rationale
Poor treatment, resources and support - in policy and practice - consistently suppress the
safety and performance of LGBTQ students and educators in K-12 schools. Since 1999, GLSEN
has collected aggregate data from LGBTQ youth about their in-school experiences as part of the
biennial National School Climate Survey. Smith et al. (2008) established a baseline to monitor
the workplace climate for LGBTQ educators, which GLSEN began to incorporate into their
surveys. Data for these subsets of stakeholders show routinely hostile school experiences,
marked by: targeted harassment; discriminatory policies and practices; lack of access to supports
and resources; lowered efficacy rates; increased mental and physical health issues; and higher
absenteeism when compared to non-LGBTQ groups (Smith et al., 2008; Kosciw et al., 2012;
Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018, Kosciw et al., 2020). Despite these alarming outcomes,
K-12 policymakers, district officials and school leaders in many states - including Michigan have been slow to respond and engage in integrative efforts to improve teacher workforce
engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
Greytak et al. (2016) offer the seminal datasets on what the teacher workforce is
experiencing in terms of barriers to better engagement in these supportive practices. Teachers
report a high preponderance of internal, external and logistical barriers, ranging from not
viewing LGBTQ-supportive interventions as appropriate or necessary to not knowing how to
effectively carry out interventions in their classrooms (Greytak et al., 2016). While internal and
logistical barriers can be mitigated at least in part via LGBTQ-specific training (Smith et al.,
2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019), addressing and alleviating
external barriers - categorized in Greytak et al. (2016) as parent/community backlash,
administration not being supportive, jeopardizing employment, and lacking autonomy - requires
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an integrative framework. Contextualizing engagement within larger schema directly and
indirectly impacting teacher thinking and behavior reifies the importance of critically examining
external factors as both enabling and restricting the teacher workforce.
Because the reporting in Greytak et al. (2016) is the first of its kind, existing schema for
understanding why educational reform is or is not successfully implemented at the local level
must be applied. Spillane et al. (2002) offer an integrative framework for reading the datasets
reported in Greytak et al. (2016) on factors related to lagging teacher workforce engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive efforts. Spillane et al. (2002) note the complicated landscape in which
teachers exist: “Teachers and administrators work in schools that are nested in school districts,
which in turn are nested in states, and so on. Overlapping contexts interact with each other and
situate implementing agents’ attempts to make sense of standards and other education policies”
(p. 409). Receiving and attending to confusing or conflicted signals from the ‘segmented policy
system’ by which educational policy is developed makes implementation and operationalization
at the local level difficult (Spillane et al., 2002). Especially relevant during a period of
educational reform and/or policy transition, understanding and accounting for the channels
through which messaging, training and accountability for these changes will be sent to the entire
teacher workforce are vital to improve engagement (Spillane et al., 2002).
Research (Smith et al., 2008; Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al.,
2018, Kosciw et al., 2020) indicate the need for wholesale departure from previous methods of
engaging the teacher workforce in LGBTQ-supportive interventions, a type of monumental
change that Spillane et al. (2002) would call a ‘Level 3 Change.’ The highest and most
comprehensive in Spillane et al.’s (2002) construct, this level requires individuals, organizations,
institutions and structures to abandon existing frameworks and schemas, reflected in the
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literature (Smith et al., 2008; Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018,
Kosciw et al., 2020) as harmful to LGBTQ stakeholders and overall school safety and
performance goals. The authors (2002) are clear on what this type of transition requires of
educators:
Such reform cannot be accomplished by having teachers learn only the surface form of
reform practices. It requires grappling with the underlying ideas and may require deep
conceptual change, in which teachers rethink an entire system of interacting attitudes,
beliefs and practices. (p. 417)
In transition, the systems of support around and within the teacher workforce are just as
important as clear messaging, training and accountability channels, according to Spillane et al.
(2002).
Addressing whole-system deficiencies requires whole-system perspectives and efforts
(Spillane, 2004). A distributed perspective to school leadership centers the teacher workforce as
vital to making comprehensive changes in organizational norms, rules and definitions (Spillane,
2004). Preparing and elevating the teacher workforce as strategic adopters, implementers and
operationalizers of LGBTQ-supportive efforts, therefore, is a foundational approach to the
success of impending transitions. The author (2004) reifies the Spillane et al. (2002) notion that
Level 3 transitions require strategic collective - rather than individual - efforts in sense-making,
cognitive preparation and efficacy-building.
The Spillane et al. (2002) and Spillane (2004) emphasis on collective perspectives aligns
with Bandura’s (1997) theories on collective efficacy. While training and support needs of staffs
may vary, Bandura (1997) offered four sources from which collective efficacy grows:
1. Engaging in mastery practice
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2. Witnessing an expert engage in mastery practice
3. Peer pressures and social persuasion
4. Affective responses to learning and mastery
Teacher efficacy, as it pertains to safety and performance, is repeatedly addressed in the literature
(Dejean, 2007; Smith et al, 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et
al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2020). Because teaching is a social profession (Juul and Repa, 1993;
Spillane et al., 2002), developing collective efficacy amidst massive transition is also a social
practice (Goddard, Hoy and Hoy, 2000; Spillane, 2004). Collective Teacher Efficacy is defined
as a measure of teacher perception on whether staff can positively impact and influence school
outcomes, particularly as it relates to improvement (Goodard et al., 2000). Hattie (2017)
identified Collective Teacher Efficacy as the strongest leverage point of all school-related factors
to drive positive improvements to school performance and change.
Collective efficacy on engaging in LGBTQ-specific interventions can be built within the
teacher workforce via LGBTQ-specific professional development (Greytak et al., 2016). In
addition to directly mitigating reported internal and logistical barriers, these professional
development opportunities ought to engage participants in individual and organizational
cognitive preparations around their strategic adoption, implementation and operationalization of
LGBTQ-supportive interventions. The application of Spillane et al.’s (2002) and Spillane’s
(2004) theories on effective reform and distributed leadership combined with Bandura’s (1997)
theories on collective efficacy form the integrative framework of this project.
Though there are myriad avenues through which lagging teacher workforce engagement
in LGBTQ-supportive efforts should be addressed - utilizing the same integrative framework this project targets the preservice teacher cohort. Vavrus (2009) offers critical pedagogies and
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curricula that align with Spillane et al. (2002), Spillane (2004) and Bandura (1997) proven to
improve collective efficacies within preservice teacher candidates. Through autoethnographic
exercises and critical conversations around gender and sexuality, the preservice participants in
Vavrus (2009) also developed a ‘transformative teacher identity’ - i.e. began to see themselves as
strategic adopters, implementers and operationalizers of LGBTQ-supportive efforts. Engaging
preservice teachers in LGBTQ-specific professional development experiences at a formative
stage in their careers can improve and increase the supportive efforts of the cohort as they
transition into their professional practice (Vavrus, 2009; Wright et al., 2019). Perhaps more
importantly, this approach can infuse the teacher workforce with professionals who have timely
literacy and strategic skill sets for engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
Research/Evaluation
Current Teacher Workforce Engagement in LGBTQ-Supportive Efforts
Greytak et al (2016) conducted a full-scale accounting of both the preponderance of
LGBTQ enumerated policies and the operationalization policies in practice. The literature (Smith
et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Wright et al., 2019) has centered the significance of adult intervention
in instances of biases or ‘low-level violence’ (Bucher & Manning, 2005), and Greytak et al.
(2016) surveyed educator attitudes and actions in response to these instances. When asked
whether or not teachers and other school personnel have an obligation to be engaging in
LGBTQ-supportive practices, 83.3% of educators answered in the affirmative while 11.8% of
educators expressed disagreement and/or no responsibility (Greytak et al., 2016).
Greytak et al. (2016) described the statistical relationship between sense of duty and the
operationalization of duty: “Merely acknowledging this responsibility does not necessarily
ensure that teachers will act on it by engaging in behaviors that address bias, support LGBTQ
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students, or promote a more positive school climate” (p. 63). Pertaining to efficacy in
interventions, educators were least comfortable in their capacity to address an anti-LGBTQ bias
when compared to all other biases studied (Greytak et al., 2016). The authors found teacher
efficacy to have a strong positive correlation with intervention rates as well: 50.3% of surveyed
educators engaging in at least one type of LGBTQ- supportive effort (p. 66).
Expanding the conversation on efficacy, Greytak et al. (2016) outlined three categories internal, external and logistical - of reported barriers to teacher workforce engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive interventions (see Fig. 1).

Figure 1: Reasons Teachers Do Not Engage in LGBT-Supportive Efforts. Reprinted from From
Teasing to Torment: School Climate Revisited, by Greytak et al. Retrieved from www.glsen.org.
Copyright 2016 by GLSEN.
Internal barriers were cited by Greytak et al. (2016) as being most prevalent and the strongest
barrier to LGBTQ-supportive efforts. The authors also detailed the compounding negative effect
that reporting multiple barriers had on teacher action. For each category, Greytak et al. (2016)
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advocated for not simply an acknowledgement of what prevents educators from intervening but
also the necessity of an integrated, multiple-faceted approach to addressing these barriers.
Collating the data in Figure 1. across various respondent subsets, Greytak et al. (2016)
identified three teacher groups that reported both less barriers to intervention and higher rates of
intervention: (1) educators with more years of teaching experience, (2) educators who knew an
LGBTQ person, and (3) educators with LGBTQ identities. More experienced educators cited less
logistical and external barriers, and educators who knew an LGBTQ person were three times as
likely to intervene “very often” when compared with educators who did not (Greytak et al.,
2016). Across nearly all metrics of supportive behaviors - i.e. quality, quantity, efficacy, sense of
duty to act, etc. - Greytak et al. (2016) showed that LGBTQ educators outperformed teacher
averages but had significant differences in terms of barriers identified. Per the authors, LGBTQ
and non-LGBTQ educators experienced the logistical barrier of not knowing how to engage in
supportive practices at a similar rate.
While certain subsets of the teacher workforce reported differing efficacy and
intervention levels, there were themes in the external and support system-based environments
experienced by respondents as being advantageous to engagement. Policies, supportive
administration, training and the existence of a gay-straigh alliance (GSA) or similar club were
surveyed by Greytak et al. (2016) for ‘helpfulness’ in promoting school safety. Though
respondents strongly supported all measures, nine in ten teachers expressed that enumerated
policies were most helpful (Greytak et al., 2016), which Spillane et al. (2002) explained as the
permissions of policy to both enable and mandate practice. Just over half of respondents to
Greytak et al. (2016) reported having school policies enumerated for LGBTQ identities.
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Educators working in districts or states with LGBTQ-enumerated policies were more
likely to also receive relevant training (Greytak et al., 2016). LGBTQ-specific professional
development positively impacts teacher behavior: over 70% of educators with enumerated
training had engaged in supportive practices compared to 40% of educators who had not
(Greytak et al., 2016). Greytak et al. (2016) offered the central argument for expanding
enumerated policies for the way it both enables and constrains teacher behavior (Spillane et
al.,2002) and presupposes LGBTQ-relevant professional development. These specific measures shown to improve school safety outcomes - remain inconsistently adopted, implemented and
operationalized (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright &
Smith, 2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020).
Impacts On LGBTQ Stakeholders
Olson’s 1987 A Study of Gay and Lesbian Teachers addressed a gap in the literature on
LGBTQ experiences in K-12 via a small-scale accounting of educator perceptions and
experiences. Olson reported that of the LGBTQ professionals surveyed who left teaching, just
more than half cited poor job satisfaction and/or discrimination related to their nonheteronormative identity (1987). Olson’s study included the first recommendations for school
leadership audiences as a means of improving working and learning for LGBTQ teachers and
students. Despite the results of the study and subsequent recommendations, Olson surmised that
both legislation and public perceptions must be considered when extending equity practices,
referencing the 1977 Gallup Poll showing that 65% of adults favored excluding LGBTQ people
from the teacher workforce with only 56% favoring equal rights in job opportunities.
Literature on the experiences of LGBTQ stakeholders written in the 1990s focused on
retrospective accountancy (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997) rather than continuing in the work of
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Olson (1987) and tracking experiences and outcomes. However in 1999, the Gay, Lesbian and
Straight Education Network (now known as GLSEN) conducted its first National School Climate
Survey, which marked the inaugural national study of LGBTQ stakeholder experiences and
focused on K-12 students. By this time, Olson’s (1987) key indicators of societal acceptance
were slowly changing: Americans were split evenly on whether to allow LGBTQ people into the
teacher workforce and nearly 80% favoring equal rights in job opportunities. Over the next 20
years, these numbers would balloon to 83% in support of LGBTQ people being teachers and
93% of Americans favoring equal rights in the workplace (Gallup Organization, 2019).
But the in-school experience for LGBTQ youth, as reported by GLSEN via biennial
National School Climate Surveys, have not reflected these marked improvements in public
sentiment (Kosciw et al., 2020). Despite policymakers and school leaders increasingly
recognizing LGBTQ youth as a vulnerable population, national and state-level datasets have
shown persistently hostile school climates, even in states and districts that have
LGBTQ-affirming policies (Kosciw et al., 2020). Existing protections in these states are either
ineffectually enforced or without adequate coverage (Sears & Mallory, 2011; Mallory et al.,
2019). In other states, school policies are silent or explicitly anti-LGBTQ, i.e. “no promo-homo”
(Kosciw et al., 2018; Kosciw et al., 2020). The compounding detriments of the inaction - or
hostility - of policymakers, district officials and school leaders is becoming more apparent in the
treatment and outcomes for transgender, non-binary and gender non-conforming students
(Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Mallory et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020).
The experiences of LGBTQ educators have also been impaired by discrimination,
harrassment and victimization into the 21st century. Smith, Wright, Riley, and Esposito (2008)
continued Olson’s national accounting by creating an instrument to measure LGBTQ educators’
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perceptions of workplace climate, which was subsequently utilized to generate novel large-scale
datasets and analyses. Smith et al. (2008) established a baseline to monitor the workplace climate
for LGBTQ educators, which GLSEN began to incorporate into their annual National School
Climate Survey, starting in 2011. The two national surveys combine to paint a picture of LGBTQ
in-school experiences as routinely hostile, marked by targeted harassment, lowered efficacy
rates, increased mental and physical health issues and higher absenteeism when compared to
non-LGBTQ outcomes (Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith,
2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020).
Impacts On School Safety And Performance
Smith et al. (2008) discussed the larger impact discrimination has on LGBTQ stakeholder
school safety and performance, areas of heightened expectation during the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) era from 2002-2015 (Wright, 2010). The hyper- accountability measures of NCLB
fundamentally shifted the administrator role from school management and discipline-related
matters to school and instructional leadership, responsible for the performance and safety of all
stakeholders (Wright, 2010). Under the NCLB mandates, district administrators and state-level
policymakers were forced to not only explicitly characterize school safety but also begin
conducting and reporting results from school climate surveys (Bucher & Manning, 2005).
Edmondson, Fetro, Drolet, and Ritzel (2007) developed a model for collecting data and
‘diagnoses’ indicating areas of school safety improvement. The authors’ results indicated staff
perceptions of school safety that were markedly more positive than students, highlighting gaps in
understanding between stakeholders. Given the established gap in safety perceptions and school
experiences for LGBTQ stakeholders (Olson, 1987; Smith, et al., 2008; Sears & Mallory, 2011;
Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al.,
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2020), Edmondson et al. argued that states, districts and school leaders should utilize the datasets
as baselines for targeted measures to improve outcomes. The authors advocated for using results
and analyses to create policies that “make school safe for even the most vulnerable” (2007, p. 7).
Bucher and Manning (2005) define a safe school as “one in which the total school
climate allows students, teachers, administrators, staff and visitors to interact in a positive,
nonthreatening manner” (p. 56). The authors cited Mabie’s (2003) safe school definition that
includes the right of stakeholders to exist in a school climate “free of intimidation, violence and
fear” (p. 157). For LGBTQ stakeholders, this means the right to an in-school experience devoid
of what researchers (Bucher & Manning, 2005) call ‘low-level violence:’ bullying, sexual
harassment, victimization, discrimination and/or administrative/staff negligence of the
aforementioned oppressions on the basis of their non-heteronormative identities.
Exploring the correlation of perceived safety and performance for LGBTQ educators,
Edmondson et al. (2007) provided clear constructs of school safety, including comprehensive
safety plans and recruitment and retention of highly-qualified teachers. The authors cited the
importance of strong, supportive relationships as vital to educating students - i.e. the mission of
public schools - and implored schools to “provide an environment that is physically and
emotionally safe for all” (2007, p. 2). Smith et al. (2008) also note the school safety and teacher
performance connection, recommending practices and policy that fostered safe work
environments for LGBTQ educators to inspire greater job satisfaction and teacher retention.
The GLSEN annual National School Climate Survey tracks both the implementation and
impact of LGBTQ-supportive policies and school practices, with Greytak et al. (2016) and
Kosciw et al. (2018) specifically addressing educator perspectives on school safety and
effectiveness of interventions. Greytak et al. (2016) focused on preservice and in-service teacher
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training programs as well as the significance of training in interventions. Collating across
different demographic, community and regional metrics, Kosciw et al. (2018) examined the
intersectional factors causing differences in experiences and perceptions for LGBTQ school
stakeholders. Both teams of authors stated the central goal of the reporting was to improve
school personnel and policy behavior to not only confront damaging biases causing real harm to
stakeholders but also improve overall school safety and performance.
Essential Contexts for Understanding Current Teacher Workforce Engagement
Hostile Policy Climates
The historical treatment of LGBTQ stakeholders in K-12 (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997;
Graves, 2007) provides clear evidence of what happens in the absence of codified protections
and supportive policies. Coordinated anti-LGBTQ campaigns of the American Cold War era
were defining and instructive movements for K-12 education, creating immediate and lasting
impacts (Graves, 2007). Spillane et al. (2002) theorize that individual and organizational
historical perspectives are important to contextualizing current readings of policy. Systemic
purging of LGBTQ people from the teaching profession from the 1950s - 1980s, therefore, is an
important context for understanding current workforce engagement in supportive practices, for
LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ educators (Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007; DeLeon & Brunner, 2012).
The passage of Brown v. Board of Education (1954) and the publication of Alfred
Kinsey’s research (1948, 1953) on sexuality created a public frenzy calling for punishment of
LGBTQ stakeholders and their supporters in K-12 codified in hostile policies and punitive
whole-state coordination (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007). Policymakers, district
officials and school leaders channeled racial tensions and anti-integration anger towards LGBTQ
stakeholders (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997). The Florida Legislature Investigative Committee -
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originally created in the 1950s to stymie integration efforts in the state - was forced to change
course due to the strict scrutiny that comes with federally-based protections (Graves, 2007).
Instead, FLIC acted in concert with the State Department of Education, the Florida Supreme
Court and the Florida Education Association to codify and reify unsubstantiated assertions about
the pathologies of LGBTQ people in K-12 and society. There was little resistance to their
systematic hunting and firing of LGBTQ people in their teacher workforce as a result (Blount,
1996; Graves, 2007). Similar state-coordinated purges happened in Oklahoma, California and
Texas throughout the 1960s and 1970s (Harbeck, 1997).
Cold War era tropes on the danger of having an LGBTQ-supportive culture and
restrictive boundaries of morality have resurfaced in 21st century electoral politics, weaponized
by conservative political candidates to justify explicitly anti-LGBTQ agendas (Duke, 2007).
Antagonistic policymakers, at state and federal levels, have campaigned on anti-LGBTQ
platforms, even blaming the terrorist attacks of 9/11 on American society’s increased acceptance
of LGBTQ people (Duke, 2007). LGBTQ educators have again been targeted by conservative
candidates as “unfit to serve as role models for American youth” and creating environments
within K-12 that are dangerous for young children, especially female students (as cited in Duke,
2007). Guidance on LGBTQ issues in K-12 have reflected this antagonistic partisanship,
rescinding supportive policies and enacting expansive interpretations in support of anti-LGBTQ
discrimination on morality frameworks at state and federal levels (Wright et al., 2019).
The whole-state approach to institutionalizing anti-LGBTQ sentiment during the Cold
War era (Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007) embedded problematic mythologies and persistent
pathologies within K-12 education (Blount, 1996; Nixon, 2006; Vavrus, 2009). LGBTQ worker
purges, borne of whole-state coordinated efforts and replicated throughout the country, defined
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an era in which treatment of LGBTQ people was strictly determined on grounds of morality, not
legality (Harbeck, 1997). This subset of K-12 professionals was labeled criminal, predatory,
hypersexual, deviant and a danger to children (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007) and
the legacy of pursuant discrimination remains unchallenged by the state and academia (Sears &
Mallory, 2011). DeLeon and Brunner (2012) note the persisting chilling effect these hostilities
have had on LGBTQ stakeholders: “The turbulence of the 1970s spilled into later decades, and it
was clear to this study’s participants that it was not safe to be gay - as a student and especially as
a professional educator” (p. 172). LGBTQ educators were not alone in being targeted by hostile
policies: non-LGBTQ educators who spoke up and/or acted in support of LGBTQ stakeholders
were subject to disciplinary action up to termination (Harbeck, 1997). Notwithstanding the
implications of the Bostock decision, eight states currently have laws restricting teachers and
staff from speaking about LGBTQ issues in school (Kosciw et al., 2018).
Inconsistent Judicial Review
In 1974, the American Federation of Teachers responded to these purges as well as a
wholesale absence of legal protections for LGBTQ educators by passing a resolution adding
‘sexual orientation’ to its non-discrimination statement, the first professional union to do so
(Harbeck, 1997). Though not codified in state or federal law, this decision gave LGBTQ
educators their first employment-based recourse for discrimination (Harbeck, 1997). The legal
framework for consideration of discrimination resulted in a number of LGBTQ professionals
having their teaching certificates and employment reinstated (Harbeck, 1997). However,
protections for LGBTQ identities were not elevated to a federal classification in policy and
therefore these victories in state courts were neither consistent nor implanted in the public
lexicon in a way that could assuage anti-LGBTQ discrimination (Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007).
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The preponderance of evidence standard for discrimination - compared to strict scrutiny
standards for federally-protected classes - proved sporatically sufficient for some courts to rule in
favor of LGBTQ claimants and began to establish limited court precedent (Harbeck, 1997). But
this standard was neither universally applied nor effective in preventing hostile policies and
individuals from targeting LGBTQ stakeholders. Sears and Mallory (2011) note that judges and
courts have also been reluctant to publish written opinions and often are unreceptive to LGBTQ
plaintiffs: beyond concerns about potential public backlash, the absence of explicitly enumerated
sex-based protections in law can frame interpretations favorable to LGBTQ plaintiffs as stepping
outside the boundaries of the law. Indeed, “[e]very state and federal court that has substantively
considered whether sexual orientation classifications should be presumed to be suspect for
purposes of equal protection analysis...has recognized that LGBT people have faced a long
history of discrimination” (Sears & Mallory, 2011, p. 8). Therefore, the only consistently applied
standard was that anti-LGBTQ victimization occurs; the questions of whether the government
had a duty to intervene and whether the targets of this victimization had a constitutional right to
protection were the considerations left open to judicial interpretation (Harbeck, 1997).
Seeking equal rights and protections via the courts is arduous and costly (Harbeck, 1997);
and when considered amidst hostile policy climates, there is little evidence that even favorable
decisions in courts can have the measurable impact needed to improve workplace and in-school
climates for LGBTQ stakeholders (Sears & Mallory, 2011). While landmark Supreme Court
cases have resulted in piecemeal advancements for LGBTQ rights, the glacial pace of these
decisions results diminishes the effectiveness of remedies for the plaintiff, if justice comes at all
(Harbeck, 1997). The nesting contexts in which K-12 stakeholders exist (Spillane et al., 2002)
proves challenging for judicial consistency in disparate policy climates. As Harbeck (1997)
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explains: (1) teachers occupy a dubious legal space at the intersection of public perceptions and
personal rights, and (2) the division of federal and state authority is messy, particularly when
funneled through local sociocultural and political proclivities. Spillane et al. (2002) note that this
type of disjointed signaling to the teacher workforce can result in ineffectual adoption,
implementation and operationalization of supportive interventions, if those signals reach the
workforce at all. Without experts guiding educators through the sense-making process to resolve
this ambiguity and implement specific change in practice, even landmark decisions for the
LGBTQ community will continue to result in little measurable change to the workplace and
in-school experiences for LGBTQ stakeholders (Spillane et al., 2002).
Politicized Executive Action
After decades of marked hostility and/or muddled signalling on antidiscrimination
efforts, K-12 policymakers, district officials and school leaders are reckoning with rapid public
acceptance and support for LGBTQ people in the 21st century (Duke, 2007; Sears & Mallory,
2011). State interests for school safety and performance do not inherently or drastically change
from administration to administration (Bucher & Manning, 2005). However, the politicization of
workplace protections and executive guidance on LGBTQ issues in K-12 destabilizes the
in-school experience of LGBTQ stakeholders (Duke, 2007) and creates inconsistent signals to
the educator workforce on how to achieve these state interests (Spillane et al., 2002).
In 2011 Attorney General Holder redirected federal enforcement in ongoing cases
involving LGBTQ workplace rights due to a “long and significant history of purposeful
discrimination” by federal, state and local governments, and by private parties” (Sears &
Mallory, 2011, p. 9). This proclamation marked the first action by any federal administration to
extend protections to LGBTQ workers and apply heightened scrutiny in prosecuting cases (Sears
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& Mallory, 2011). It also was the first acknowledgement by any federal executive of the legacy
of discrimination against LGBTQ citizens (Sears & Mallory, 2011). The Obama-era guidance for
K-12 reflected affirming enforcement of Titles VII and IX and indicated efforts to improve the
safety and performance of this subset of stakeholders (Wright & Smith, 2015).
The enforcement guidelines set out by the Obama administration reflected the
recommendations in the literature on how to improve outcomes for all K-12 stakeholders (Smith
et al., 2008; Sears & Mallory, 2011; Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al.,
2018; Kosciw et al., 2020). Investment in expanding research, opening funding sources and
employing task forces showed a commitment to operationalize the policy and guidelines (Sears
& Mallory, 2011). With professional development and training mandates included in the new
construct of workplace rights for non-heteronormative people, the Obama Administration
provided a blueprint for executive enforcement of an enumerated policy (Sears & Mallory,
2011). Additional datasets, such as the one created and curated by Sears and Mallory (2011), are
needed to assess the impact of supportive executive interventions in K-12 (Duke, 2007). Even
with the swelling public approval, supportive federal executive action in the 21st century remains
limited: (1) to federal and federally- contracted employment - not clearly to state-employed
teachers - and (2) to the term limits of the supportive executive (Harbeck, 1997).
Historical evidence affirms the ways in which hostile federal executive action can cause
harm to the workplace and in-school experiences of LGBTQ stakeholders (Blount, 1996;
Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007; Sears & Mallory, 2011) but the anti-LGBTQ efforts of the Trump
administration demonstrate the speed at which this harm can be exacted (Mirza & Bewkes,
2019). Within their first year in office, the Trump administration rescinded Obama-era taskforces
and websites focused on improving workplace climates for LGBTQ people and removed
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LGBTQ- supportive guidelines for K-12 schools (Mirza & Bewkes, 2019). Education Secretary
DeVos has enforced a limited application of Titles VII and IX, specifically targeting transgender
students and LGBTQ educators (Mirza & Bewkes, 2019).
After a decade of steady decline, rates of anti-LGBTQ harrassment and assault in K-12
schools have either increased or plateaued during the Trump administration (Kosciw et al.,
2019). The frequency of K-12 school staff members making negative remarks about LGBTQ
identities increased during this same timeframe, according to the 2019 GLSEN School Climate
Survey (Kosciw et al., 2020). Data from the Department of Education shows that their Office for
Civil Rights dismissed or closed LGBTQ discrimination complaint cases without finding of
wrongdoing at a rate of 91.5% compared to 65.4% during the Obama Administration, with 2.4%
of cases inciting policy change compared to 22.4% respectively (Mirza & Bewkes, 2019). As the
instances of anti-LGBTQ vicitimization have increased, the data shows (Mirza & Bewkes, 2019;
Kosciw et al., 2020) that those professionals and agencies responsible for engaging in supportive
intervention are abdicating. Adopting, implementing and operationalizing LGBTQ-supportive
interventions amidst such mercurial political climates is a monumental task for the teacher
workforce, a policy climate for K-12 that Spillane et al. (2002) describe as being devoid of the
‘shared understanding’ required for consistent, unified engagement.
Framework for Adoption, Implementation and Operationalization
Research on the disparate treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders (Smith et al.,
2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Kosciw et al.,
2020) as well as lagging engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions by the teacher
workforce (Greytak et al., 2016) indicate the need for what Spillane et al. (2002) deem a Level 3
transition. Interpreting, assessing and generating actionable plans from the Greytak et al. (2016)
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datasets on current teacher workforce engagement requires strategic analyses and reimagining of
the structural, institutional, organizational and individual sense-making processes and signals in
which the teacher workforce exists (Spillane et al., 2002). Spillane et al. (2002) argue that the
nested organizational contexts of K-12 must be accounted for when engaging in educational
reform; and Spillane (2004) contend that the magnitude of reform requires a distributed
leadership approach incorporating the interactive web of actors: policymakers, district officials,
school leaders and administrators, educator unions and associations as well as the collective
teacher workforce. Reforming teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive
interventions requires “deep conceptual change, in which [the interactive web of actors rethink]
an entire system of interacting attitudes, beliefs and practices” (Spillane et al., 2002, p. 417).
Improving collective engagement requires strategic efforts - and frameworks for efforts in the collective (Spillane, 2004). Spillane’s (2004) distributed leadership perspective centers
teachers as a leadership priority, vital to changing organizational norms, rules and definitions. In
order to center the teacher workforce as leaders in this distributed framework requires additional
support, resources and training to build their collective efficacies to meet those challenges. Using
Bandura’s (1997) theories on how to build collective efficacies with aligned leadership models
elevates and prepares the teacher workforce as strategic adopters, implementers and
operationalizers of LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
Efforts in collective sense-making, cognitive preparations and efficacy-building requires
an integrative framework for reading current efforts and analyses of those efforts and developing
informed agendas for transition (Spillane et al., 2002). Spillane et al. (2002) argue that Level 3
strategic adoption, implementation and operationalization plan requires a clear vision of not only
the shared goals - to improve school safety and performance - but also a shared means of
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improvement - to improve teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
Shared goals and shared means of improvement both are foundational on ‘shared understanding’
in order to drive meaningful reform in education, per Spillane et al. (2002). Therefore strategic
adoption, implementation and operationalization efforts must start in the shared understanding of
what the research (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright
and Smith, 2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al.,
2020) has been saying about how to make schools safer and better performing.
Model Policies and Recommended Practices
The topic of safety was central in Smith et al.’s (2008) recommendations, framing the
improvement of workplace treatment for LGBTQ educators as an underlying and crucial
leverage point for overall school safety and performance. Under the umbrella of NCLB data
expectations, the authors generated a construct of a ‘professionally responsible school climate’
pertaining to the in-school treatment of LGBTQ educators. Smith et al. (2008) laid out a mandate
for administrations to utilize data from LGBTQ teacher perception surveys to: (1) drive
decision-making, including professional development, school policies and leadership practices,
and (2) foster a “workplace environment in which [LGBTQ teachers] work without fear of job
loss based on their identity” (p. 20). Arguing that supportive measures for this subset of the
teacher workforce positively impacts all stakeholders, the authors center LGBTQ professionals
as both agents in and indicators of the effectiveness of reform efforts.
With the preeminent goal of improving safety, Wright et al. (2019) used their datasets to
tease out specific elements of the school climate for their potential to shift school leadership
behaviors and policies. The authors implored ‘equity-oriented school leaders’ to focus on school
factors impacting higher levels of outness, shown to improve outcomes for students and
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educators (Juul & Repa, 1993; Dejean, 2007). While the 2007 and 2011 versions of the Smith et
al. (2008) survey of LGBTQ educators included administrative and policy recommendations, the
2018 survey measured national operationalization of recommendations and found inconsistent
and/or lagging application of research-proven professional development, policies and supportive
interventions (Wright et al., 2019).
Interventions recommended in the literature (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright,
2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018;
Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020) for improving school safety and performance are:
1. Enumerated language in anti-bullying, anti-harassment and employment-related policies,
including extensions for domestic partners.
2. Ongoing staff professional development that specifically addresses LGBTQ topics,
including ways of addressing biases and LGBTQ topics via curriculum.
3. Improved quantity and quality of interventions by administration, teachers and all school
personnel in instances of homophobia, heterosexism, transphobia and related biases.
4. The inclusion and support of a Gay, Straight Alliance (GSA) or similar school club.
5. The inclusion of LGBTQ spouses or significant others in any school-sponsored event.
Operationalization of these policy and practice recommendations have been shown to
improve perceptions of and experiences with safety for LGBTQ stakeholders, associated with
higher levels of outness (Smith et al., 2008; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak
et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019). The 2017 GLSEN National School Climate
Survey emphasize the importance of creating a school climate more conducive to outness for
LGBTQ educators so these educators can better support all students and school stakeholders
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(Kosciw et al., 2018). This recommendation reifies Smith et al.’s (2008) theory that LGBTQ
professionals are both active agents and litmus tests for gauging the progress of reform efforts.
Strategic Adoption of Model Policies and Recommended Practices
Greytak et al.’s (2016) datasets (see Figure 1) and insights on the reasons teachers do not
engage in LGBTQ-supportive practices provide a constructive framework from which strategic
adoption efforts can begin (Spillane et al., 2002). The internal, external and logistical barriers to
practice reported by teacher respondents echo familiar themes in LGBTQ-supportive efforts
(Donelson & Rogers, 2004; Duke, 2007; Endo, Reece-Miller et al., 2010): most barriers predate
the engagement and preempt the intervention learning process. Recognizing these extant factors
suppressing engagement is vital to raising the consciousness of the teacher workforce and
developing an integrative, collective strategic adoption plan (Spillane et al., 2002).
Spillane et al. (2002) warns against reading lagging workforce engagement as teachers
being unwilling or lacking the capacity to implement and operationalize policies. While the
aforementioned contexts for understanding current engagement levels are necessary for
contextualizing these datasets (Spillane et al., 2002), the collective sense-making, cognitive
preparations and efficacy-building required to adopt model policies and recommended practices
should prepare and account for the barriers reported in Greytak et al. (2016). By using the
categories of internal, external and logistical barriers, the teacher workforce can utilize Spillane
et al.’s (2004) distributed leadership model to develop strategic adopter identities. Juul and Repa
(1993), Goddard et al. (2000), Leithwood and Sun (2012) and Nixon (2006) reinforce Spillane et
al.’s (2004) theories for reform via a democratized leadership model.
Echoed in Leithwood and Sun’s (2012) Transformational School Leadership theory and
Nixon’s (2006) constructs on ‘Locus of Pathology’ and ‘Locus of Responsibility,’ the integrative

39
approach (Spillane, 2004) draws all educators into strategic adoption efforts. Leithwood and Sun
(2012) offer targeted direction-setting tools for effective transitions within the social context of
K-12. Nixon (2006) provides directive constructs for employing Spillane et al.’s (2004)
distributed leadership: (1) the ‘Locus of Pathology’ focuses censure for safety and performance
metrics on anti-LGBTQ biases, hostilities and discrimnation; and (2) the ‘Locus of
Responsibility’ focuses on whole-staff intervention against anti-LGBTQ biases and behaviors.
Nixon (2006) applied the concept of minoritization of LGBTQ teachers and advocated against
putting the ‘locus of responsibility’ for challenging the pathologies of heteronormativity on
LGBTQ stakeholders alone. Given the unique challenges around engaging LGBTQ-supportive
efforts (Donelson & Rogers, 2004; Duke, 2007; Endo et al., 2010) and without clear policy
signals mandating adoption, the recruitment of the teacher workforce into these strategic efforts
is necessary for improving school safety and performance.
School safety and performance are experienced and influenced by stakeholders in the
aggregate; the strategic adoption of model policies and recommended practices (Jackson, 2007;
Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al.,
2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020) can improve safety and
performance metrics in the aggregate. Every actionable item in this canon of research can be
directly implemented and operationalized by all professionals in the teacher workforce. When
collectively and critically considered, datasets like the one found in Greytak et al. (2016) can
inform shared understanding of barriers to interventions and drive strategic adoption efforts to
improve upon interventions known to increase school safety and performance. Models for policy
transition (Spillane et al., 2002; Spillane, 2004) cite this shared, integrative framework as
foundational to the effective, lasting adoption of educational reform.
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Critical Implementation Efforts
Spillane et al. (2002) explore the social and cognitive processes of adopting policy in the
abstract to putting policy into practice. The authors (2002) offer a three-pronged cognitive
framework for sense-making in policy implementation:
● Individuals notice, frame, interpret and construct meaning from policy signals;
● Organizational and individual situational contexts influence and inform sense-making;
● Policy signals are filtered through a segmented policy system and represent ideas on
instruction, curricula, standards and other school-related issues.
When critically implementing policies that require strategic adoption due to extant circumstances
(Donelson & Rogers, 2004; Duke, 2007; Endo et al., 2010), sense-making efforts ought to be
directive and intentionally grounded in cognitive social theories, per Spillane et al. (2002).
Spillane et al. (2002) state that the development of individual and organizational
historical perspectives is instructive to deeper understandings of policy which in turn drives
effective implementation. The authors theorize on the ways in which individual responses to a
situation are informed by the individual’s tacit knowledge, or lexicons acquired through
participating in a culture. Bandura (1997) argues that tacit knowledge can be potentially
advantageous in identifying mastery or vicarious experiences or in diffusing unproductive
cognitive or emotional dissonances given the empathy-building qualities of such exercises. The
application of anthropological frameworks, such as autoethnographies and individual life
histories, are recommended in the research as helpful tools for individual sense-making of these
responses (Vavrus, 2009). Individual and shared experiences in K-12 establish knowledge bases
from which policymakers, district officials and educators act (Spillane et al., 2002).
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Critical examination and contextualization of this tacit knowledge should also be
understood in the organizational framework, Spillane et al. (2002) argue. Knowing and making
sense of the history of the teacher workforce can be influential for educational professionals as
they work to understand the deeper principles of what a policy requires of them in practice
(Spillane et al., 2002). The larger the departure from old practices and policies, the more
attention is required to the organizational contexts in which individuals operate (Spillane, 2004).
Institutional norms, rules and boundaries inform the thinking and behaviors of individual actors,
simultaneously “constraining and enabling action” (Spillane, 2004, p. 7). Bandura (1997) names
these forces social persuasion, informing and influencing efficacies via shared norms, rules and
boundaries. Raising individual consciousness writ-large on these organizational structures and
cues for thinking and behavior is essential to sense-making of new policy (Spillane et al., 2002).
The Leithwood and Sun (2012) model reifies and reinforces policy signals through
leadership channels - the distributed leadership (Spillane, 2004) encompassing the teacher
workforce - explicitly modeling the values that undergird policy signals. A shared sense of
purpose is created through cognitive preparations in social settings (Leithwood & Sun, 2012) or
what Spillane et al. (2002) would call ‘thought communities.’ Clear channels of accountability
and positive reinforcements reflect the shared goals of the policy signals, developing a culture
focused on improvement with high expectations (Leithwood & Sun, 2012). This model draws
from Bandura’s (1997) theory on the sources of collective efficacy, namely utilizing vicarious
experience, social persuasion and productive emotional states through supportive efforts.
Goddard et al. (2000) point to mastery experience as the strongest leverage point in
Bandura’s (1997) framework on collective efficacy. The authors made an important distinction
about the collective make-up of mastery experiences in Spillane et al.’s (2002) ‘thought
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communities’: student achievement was not predicted by group consensus on the collective
efficacies of the staff. Rather, Goddard et al. (2000) discovered that the group mean collective
efficacy score that was predictive of student achievement. The implications of this conclusion on
critical implementation efforts speak to what Spillane (2004) identifies as the mobilizing power
of mastery experience within transitional environments and the compounding impact of
improvements to the collective cognitive properties. Moreover, as Goddard et al. (2000) point
out, consensus among the group is inconsequential; instead, raising the average perceptions on
collective efficacy of those engaged in the improvement efforts drives outcomes. Focusing on the
collective efficacies (Bandura, 1997: Goddard et al., 2000) - not just in practice but also in
contextualizing implementation in conceptual understandings of policy signals and positionality
(Spillane, 2004) - could lead to marked improvements in safety and performance.
The Unique Potential of Preservice Teacher Preparation Programs
Spillane (2004) speaks to the need for distributed leadership approaches during Level 3
educational reforms, and Spillane et al. (2002) speak to the need for implementing agents to
engage in collective sense-making amidst environments that have clear policy signals and shared
norms, rules and definitions. Preservice teacher preparation programs are controlled experiences
for pre-professional candidates in which distributed leadership identities and skill sets can be
developed, and clear policy mandates can be established via critical curricula and pedagogies
(Vavrus, 2009). Preservice teachers are targeted in the research as an underleveraged cohort of
the teacher workforce (Nixon, 2006), seen as both necessary (Wright et al., 2019; Greytak et al.,
2016; Vavrus, 2009; Smith et al., 2008) and expeditiously implemented (Vavrus, 2009).
The literature (Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019)
calls for LGBTQ-specific professional development for preservice educators. Employing Smith
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et al.’s (2008) approach to data-driven programming, Wright et al. (2019) advocate for preservice
teachers to engage in preparation programs with a social justice focus, citing the potential of such
training as “disentangling prior views on homosexuality” to help preprofessional educators
“consider these issues analytically” (p. 9). Normative teacher education largely excludes from its
curriculum meaningful conversations on gender and sexuality, resulting in a tendency of teachers
to report being unprepared to engage with these topics in their classrooms (Vavrus, 2009).
Preservice teachers cite anxiety about facilitating discourse on sexuality for fear of repercussions
at the hands of parents or unsupportive administrators (Vavrus, 2009). Focusing on the front line
of student engagement, Greytak et al. (2016) advocated for teacher preparation programs to
engage ‘often and early’ in LGBTQ-supportive training and critical curriculums.
The ‘Critical Pedagogy for Teacher Education’ outlined by Vavrus (2009) provides an
integrated curriculum for mitigating internal barriers to engaging in LGBTQ-supportive
practices. Vavrus (2009) designed a program for preservice teachers to build efficacy in better
addressing the pathologies of heteronormativity. The study confirmed that engaging in
autoethnographic activities on gender and sexuality via a critical curriculum increased efficacy
and aided in the development of a transformative teacher identity. Teacher candidates reported
feeling better able to respond to questions on gender and sexuality, recognizing the ways in
which this could help them create a safer school environment for students and faculty alike.
All participants in Vavrus’s study (2009) mentioned homophobia and heterosexism,
unchecked by adults, as part of their developmental narrative in their K-12 experiences. These
experiences for students in K-12, ten years later, are still reflected in the literature (GREYTAK,
etc). Vavrus’s (2009) curriculum is designed to help participants - particularly those who do not
identify as LGBTQ - understand the measurable harm that this lack of teacher intervention has
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not only on LGBTQ stakeholders but on the overall safety of schools. Through exercises around
positionality and critical teacher identities, Vavrus (2009) hypothesized that by having preservice
teachers “explore their own experiences and received messages about gender identity and
sexuality,” participants would both develop greater empathy and a sense of responsibility to
leverage their role as teacher to engage in supportive interventions (p. 385).
Autoethnographies allowed individual teacher candidates to analyze social, political and
cultural messages (Vavrus, 2009). With long-term implications, the methodology of the study
(Vavrus, 2009) was intended to compel the preservice teachers into continued critical evaluations
of their thinking and behaviors in future classrooms, districts and communities. A common
thread reported amongst the autoethnographies was the heteronormativity embedded and
engendered in K-12 education. The cohort developed a greater efficacy in adopting,
implementing and operationalizing inclusive policies (Vavrus, 2009). Though school mission
statements often advertise a welcoming environment, teacher candidates in the study reported a
markedly different reality as one participant wrote: “School is not an accepting place for any
deviation from societal norms, and young people suffer through their elementary and secondary
school years without any intervention from adults” (Vavrus, 2009, p. 389).
For many of the participants in Vavrus’s (2009) study, the autoethnographies and critical
pedagogy marked a first exposure to critiques of heteronormativity. Nearly all noted the
constructive and affective aspects of the exercises, giving further critical insights on teacher
identity formation. Preservice teachers reflected on their cognitive knowledge bases and
emotional selves, addressing a personal deficiency many teachers cite as causing hesitation or
inaction when issues of sexuality or gender identity arise. A heightened sense of agency arose:
“Teacher candidates understood from this curricular experience that they have a choice to act –
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or not to act,” which underscored a developing sense of the “importance of not remaining passive
in the face of student developmental needs” (Vavrus, 2009, p. 389). The preservice teachers, over
the course of the study, recognized the necessity of engaging with students on these issues,
regardless of personal discomfort, cited in Greytak et al. (2016) as internal barriers.
Vavrus (2009) calls for a transformation of preservice teacher programs: “It is imperative
that teacher education programs take the lead to help prospective teachers see that alternatives do
exist for inclusion within the often indeterminate bureaucratic language of the state” (Vavrus,
2009, p. 389). Preservice teacher preparation programs can provide candidates opportunities for
individual and collective sense-making and critical teacher identity formation within an
environment of clear legal boundaries and policy signals (Spillane et al., 2002). Greytak et al
(2016) show that 91.8% of teachers did not have any professional development on LGBQ issues
and 93.9% did not have training on transgender issues during their preservice education. The
critical inclusion of LGBTQ-specific professional development during pre-professional training,
therefore, is a vital component of overall strategic adoption, implementation and
operationalization efforts to improve teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive
interventions (Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019).
Summary
New datasets (Greytak et al., 2016) on the reasons for lagging teacher workforce
engagement in LGBTQ- supportive efforts were recently released. Responses were categorized
and analyzed in three contexts: internal, external and logistical barriers to practice. These
insights allow for strategic adoption, implementation and operationalization efforts to target
specific strategies for improvement within an integrative framework. The GLSEN National
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School Climate Survey has been tracking the in-school experiences of LGBTQ students since
1999 and began integrating LGBTQ educators in 2007.
Anti-LGBTQ discrimination, harassment and victimization define a hostile K-12
environment for LGBTQ stakeholders, suppressing overall school safety and performance
(Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al.,
2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020). But the negative impacts of
sex-based biases - including perceived gender identities and sexualities - are not isolated to
LGBTQ stakeholders. Basic standards for safe school and workplace environments (Bucher &
Manning, 2005; Edmondson et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2008) are persistently not met, to the
detriment of overall school performance (Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018).
The enduring legacy of anti-LGBTQ policies (Blount, 1996; Harbeck, 1997; Nixon,
2006; Graves, 2007) must be understood in order to contextualize data on LGBTQ topics in K-12
(Spillane et al., 2002). Hostilities against both LGBTQ stakeholders and their supporters inform
and influence contemporary engagements in supportive efforts (Kosciw et al., 2018). While
courts universally recognize the factuality of discrimination against LGBTQ people, inconsistent
rulings on constitution-based recourse offer limited protections (Harbeck, 1997; Graves, 2007;
Sears & Mallory, 2011) that have diminishing positive returns on their in-school experiences
(Spillane et al., 2002). Partisan politicking and executive guidance on the treatment of LGBTQ
rights in school and the workforce (Harbeck, 1997; Duke, 2007) continue to destabilize K-12
safety and performance (Sears & Mallory, 2011; Kosciw et al., 2020). This climate fosters
disjointed teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts (Greytak et al., 2016).
Spillane et al. (2002) warn against a reductive reading of lagging teacher workforce
participation as individuals either lacking the efficacy or willingness to engage. Though teacher
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participants in Gretyak et al. (2016) identify these deficiencies, extant internal and external
barriers present greater consequence on engagement. Model policies and recommended practices
have been consistent in the literature (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et
al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019;
Kosciw et al., 2020). To improve lagging engagement in these practices, an integrative effort
must be made to develop educators - especially LGBTQ educators - as strategic adoptors.
Spillane et al.’s (2004) distributed leadership model calls on the teacher workforce to be
active in mitigation plans, as oppositional barriers are common in LGBTQ-supportive efforts
(Donelson & Rogers, 2004; Duke, 2007; Endo et al., 2010). Theories on collective efficacies
(Bandura, 1997; Spillane, 2004; Goddard et al., 2000; Leithwood & Sun, 2012) are applied
within an integrative framework (Spillane et al., 2002) to animate critical implementation of
LGBTQ-affirming efforts. Preservice teacher preparation programs are targeted in the literature
(Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019) as a vital leverage
point for LGBTQ-supportive efforts. Vavrus (2009) offers a critical curriculum and pedagogy for
elevating preservice teacher LGBTQ-literacies and efficacies, which can be extended with
Spillane et al.’s (2002) integrative framework for effective policy implementation.
Conclusion
In order for districts to meet 21st century expectations for school safety and performance,
the disparate treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders must be addressed. School
leaders should strive to quickly engage in the strategic adoption of clearly enumerated policies,
the implementation of LGBTQ-supportive training and the effective operationalization of
interventions by the teacher workforce. The research reviewed in this chapter offers an
integrative framework for both contextualizing and transforming teacher workforce engagement
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in LGBTQ-supportive practices. In part due to the burgeoning nature of research on LGBTQ
issues in K-12, equity-oriented school leaders must draw from best practices in a variety of
canons, including cognitive and social learning research as well as research on leadership.
The structural, institutional, interpersonal and intrapersonal shortfalls must be confronted
with intersecting strategies while maintaining the specificities of their place within the K-12
lexicon. Despite these challenges, an integrative approach to guiding the teacher workforce
through these policy transitions may build both the collective efficacy and a shared sense of
responsibility necessary to improve school safety and performance. Findings consistently
indicate clear, measurable steps for changing the K-12 environment in which individual
sense-making occurs that can open doors for additional, collective capacity-building. Specified
training and facilitators that can contextualize the need for LGBTQ-supportive policies and
practices is vital to addressing the confidence, skill and consciousness levels of the teacher
workforce. Preservice teacher preparation programs have a unique opportunity to play an
expedient and critical role in improving whole-workforce engagement.
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Chapter Three: Project Description
Introduction
Anti-LGBTQ discrimination in K-12 continues to suppress efforts to meet 21st century
expectations for school safety and performance (Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Sears &
Mallory, 2011; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al.,
2018; Mallory et al., 2019; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020). The research shows teacher
workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive practices is lagging (Greytak et al., 2016), but this
data must be analyzed and accounted for within structural, institutional, interpersonal and
intrapersonal contexts (Spillane et al., 2002, Spillane, 2004). Impending transitions within the
federal executive as well as policy compliance issues post-Bostock create a need for immediate,
whole-scale reckoning at state and local levels (Mallory et al., 2019). Policymakers, district
officials and school leaders must clarify the policy signals sent to the teacher workforce,
mandating and supporting efforts to build collective efficacies.
The objectives of this project are to improve school safety and performance by
specifically addressing the disparities in treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders. The
project presents an integrative framework for making sense of and transforming teacher
workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts, strategically targeting preservice teacher
preparation programs. This project is intended to supplement ongoing critical conversations in
K-12 around equity and inclusion, building on intersectional competencies and concepts. While
not a substitute for existing preservice teacher preparation program curriculums, the integrative
framework proposes a holistic perspective for building collective efficacies and interpreting
policy adoption, implementation and operationalization within the teacher workforce.
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Described in this chapter are the components of an LGBTQ-specific professional training
module that utilizes the integrative framework of the previous chapters. Each component of the
project is contextualized within this framework and specifically connected to the research
detailed in Chapter Two. The website designed for this project is explored first as a foundational
overview of the pursuant conversation on teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive
interventions. An agenda and slide deck for the professional development session(s) is then
considered, and finally a sample working document created during the professional development
session(s) is discussed. With the project components outlined, indicators for evaluating project
success, overall conclusions and plans for implementation are contextualized within greater
transitions occurring at the local, state and national levels. All of these elements point to the
pressing need for additional structural, institutional, interpersonal and intrapersonal efforts to
significantly, quickly improve school safety and performance.
Project Components
The components of the integrative framework for building collective efficacies and
contextualized understanding of enumerated policy signals are designed for preservice teacher
preparation programs housed within institutions of higher education in the state of Michigan.
Although the integrative framework can be applied across personnel groups discussed in Chapter
Two, preservice teacher preparation programs were targeted by the author for their expedience
and proximity. The facilitation of these project components offers teacher preparation programs a
means of reinforcing, supplementing and providing necessary, strategic contexts to participants’
future roles within K-12. Beyond providing clarity on policy signals and need for enumerated
protections, the central objective of this project is to address and improve teacher workforce
engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
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“Legal Protections for LGBTQ Educators and Students” Website
A comprehensive guide for educators in understanding legal updates and policy
recommendations on LGBTQ-supportive practices in K-12 is shown in the “Legal Protections
for LGBTQ Educators and Students” website (see Appendix A). The website contains eight
webpages designed to contextualize LGBTQ-supportive policies and implementation
deficiencies within larger structural, institutional and interpersonal considerations. Chosen as a
medium that can be both frontloaded and retrospectively referenced by participants, the website
encapsulates the latest understandings and literature in this canon of research in an easily
accessible, dynamic and updatable format. The eight webpages are described:
● Home page: advises participants on the foundational policy changes stemming from the
decision in Bostock, highlighting implications for K-12 education and establishing the
purpose of the website.
● Terminology and Definitions page: provides a survey-level introduction to common
concepts and language to improve participants’ LGBTQ-litearcy.
● Recent SCOTUS Decisions page: provides clarity on important new policy signals
around sex-based protections and how K-12 educator unions and associations responded
to the decision.
● Guidance from the EEOC page: establishes the new boundaries of workplace
antidiscrimination in policies, recommended trainings and implications for leadership.
● The National Landscape page: explains how the Bostock decision will force transitions in
state policies, individually and in aggregate, for those states that did not previously
enumerate protections. Latest public polling datasets for LGBTQ Americans and the
general population are also included to add nuance to the policy impacts.
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● The Impact on K-12 Schools page: explores current and potential future applications and
implications of the Bostock decision for K-12 policies. Participants can also find
documented evidence of disparate treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders in
K-12 and other datasets such as the GLSEN 2017 National School Climate Survey.
● A Snapshot of Michigan page: offers participants state-specific metrics on anti-LGBTQ
discrimination as well as implications for Michigan’s K-12 teacher workforce,
constitution and guidance from the Department of Education.
● Recommendations and Best Practices page: provides participants with a comprehensive
overview of LGBTQ-supportive policies and practices as well as where to go for
additional cognitive preparation and strategic adoption resources.
Immersing preservice teacher candidates in shared paradigms - i.e. tenets of school safety and
legal boundaries - provides a common foundation from which to engage in subsequent individual
and collective sense-making (Spillane et al., 2002). While the professional development module
is designed to engage further on these topics, having this website as a reference for participants
allows for continued consultation as they enter the professional teacher workforce amidst a
transitional policy environment and navigate different district-level considerations.
“Beyond Legal Protections” LGBTQ-Specific Professional Development
Shown to improve confidence levels, build competencies and increase the quality and
quantity of intervention (Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al.,
2019), the LGBTQ-specific professional development module offered as a component of this
project is titled “Beyond Legal Protections.” The slide deck (see Appendix B) is utilized by the
facilitator for both in-person and virtual sessions with preservice teacher candidates. Moreover,
the “Beyond Legal Protections” working document (see Appendix C) is shared with participants
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to guide and frame the conversation. In-text links and opportunities for collaboration, housed
within the working document, are utilized throughout the professional development module.
The Big Goals slide sets intentions for individual and collective sense-making amidst
policy transitions and draws participant attention to key takeaways within an experience
designed via Bandura (1997) sources of efficacy, namely social persuasion and emotional arousal
states. Though it can be largely frontloaded via the “Legal Protections” website (see Appendix
A), the Grounding Concepts slide establishes a shared policy framework, opening the door for
conversations about building a narrative in a LGBTQ-supportive policy climate. As a
continuation of the intent of the previous slide, the first activity - “Take-5: Call it by its name” engages participants’ tacit lexicons and allows for efficacy-building mastery and vicarious
experiences (Bandura, 1997) as students reveal their linguistic and conceptual knowledge bases.
For students who are not familiar with the key terms and phrases located within this definition of
heteronormativity, the working document includes a link to the Terminology and Definitions
webpage to allow for individual sense-making within the collective (Spillane et al., 2002).
Grounded in the research of Vavrus (2009), the next four slides set up the first breakout
session on gender identities and sexuality via critical pedagogy, autoethnographic curricula and
Bandura’s (1997) vicarious experience efficacy-building. The facilitator leads participants
through explorations of their own identities, demonstrating linguistic and conceptual mastery of
gender and sexuality development among others. During the breakout session, participants read
the facilitators extended autoethnography in small groups and engage in critical questions, as
reflected on the “Autoethnography of Gender and Sexuality” slide. The study of preservice
teachers by Vavrus (2009) informed the creation of these questions. Common themes from the
small group conversations are then shared as a cohort with a note-taker transcribing key
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takeaways within the working document (see Appendix C). These grounding exercises are
designed to raise participant consciousness around their intrapersonal and interpersonal lexicons
(Spillane, 2002; Vavrus, 2009) so they can more adequately position and contextualize
themselves within K-12 institutions and structures, explored in subsequent slides and exercises.
Depending on frontloading efforts and time constraints for the professional development
session(s), the facilitator will then lead participants through K-12 institutions and structures as it
relates to its historical and contemporary treatment of LGBTQ stakeholders and issues. This
exercise animates Spillane et al.’s (2002) theories around individual and organizational historical
perspectives as being instructive to sense-making of policies which can improve likelihood of
implementation and operationalization. The facilitator draws attention to the confusing,
conflicting and muddled policy signals current teachers must contend with on LGBTQ topics
(Spillane et al., 2002; Spillane, 2004). Grounded in the shared paradigms of school safety and
legal boundaries, participants collectively build competencies around reading these policy
signals and recognizing the need for clarity. A small group breakout session allows participants
to go - or return - to the website (see Appendix A), generating key takeaways from each webpage
which participants then collaboratively share in the working document (see Appendix C).
The Best Practices and Recommendations slide is used as a springboard for conversations
and exercises around strategic adoption, implementation and operationalization of LGBTQsupportive policy and practice. Introducing the five recommendations consistent in the literature
(Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012, 2011; Wright & Smith,
2015; Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019), the facilitator guides
preservice teacher participants through an integrative assessment of Greytak et al. (2016)
findings on “Reasons Teachers Do Not Engage in LGBT-Supportive Efforts.” Spillane et al.
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(2002, 2004) theories on implementation studies factor into this conversation with the facilitator
contextualizing this dataset within historical, structural and profession-based considerations. The
Greytak et al. (2016) three categories of barriers - internal, external, and logistical - are discussed
as a conceptual and linguistic tool for preservice teacher candidates to develop prior to being
hired into districts with different sociopolitical and climate-related contexts.
The deployment of this conceptual and linguistic framework drives the next breakout
exercise in which participants engage in the contextualized imagining of barriers they might face
in future districts and strategic planning to mitigate those barriers. Each small group is tasked
with a specific barrier category and fills out a spreadsheet (see Appendix C) that asks
participants to envision the scenarios in which these barriers could present in their future districts
as well as potential mitigation strategies and any additional considerations or needs impacting
mitigation. The “break-glass-in-case-of-emergency playbook” is a generative, collaborative
exercise where small group insights are consolidated into a shared working document for future
reference.
While this exercise relies on Spillane et al. (2002) integrative framework in its planning,
the pedagogy used is steeped in Bandura’s (1997) theories around building collective efficacy as
participants encounter opportunities for:
1. Mastery experiences in developing their skill sets as strategic adopters and implementers;
2. Vicarious experiences as they witness a competent facilitator guide others through the
conceptual and linguistic frameworks;
3. Social persuasion as the task itself is constructed under the assumption of adoption,
implementation and operationalization of LGBTQ-supportive efforts by the participants;
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4. Productive emotional and physiological arousal states as the exercises and conversations
keep participants in shared legal, policy and safety paradigms.
After sharing some insights from the small group strategy sessions, the final conversation of the
professional development module once again contextualizes those insights within larger teacher
workforce datasets. The Different Experiences with Barriers slide includes additional figures
from Greytak et al. (2016) on how different teacher cohorts - namely LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ experience barriers differently. Imploring participants to recognize and leverage strategic
advantages and account for disadvantages based on their individual positionality, the dataset
allows for preservice teacher participants to process these differences in the aggregate and
engage in cognitive preparations for practice that otherwise would be anecdotal and limited.
“Beyond Legal Protections” Professional Development Working Document
At the onset of the “Beyond Legal Protections” professional development, an open
working document (see Appendix C) is shared with participants to serve as both a guide and a
template for the finalized, generative document that all receive at the completion of the
experience. The letter format of the document was chosen in the spirit of maintaining Bandura’s
(1997) emotional and physiological arousal states, with the intent of demonstrating facilitator
credibility on complicated topics (Goddard et al., 2000; Spillane et al., 2002; Spillane, 2004;
Leithwood & Sun, 2012) and assuaging potential hesitations for engagement. Following the
agenda previously discussed, the working document includes active links for participants to
explore during and after the professional development module.
Each exercise is clearly outlined with designed spaces for generative, collaborative
content to be added as participants engage in the module. In Exercise #4, participants are broken
into small groups based on the categories of barriers and linked to independent working
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documents that mimic the shared strategic template. These independent working documents have
a select number of cells completed (highlighted in blue, see Appendix C) to prompt participant
contextualized imagining and strategic planning. Upon completion of the professional
development, insights from each independent working document is consolidated into the final
shared working document that is sent to all participants.
In addition to the opportunities for generative, collaborative work, the format of the letter
and working document allows for the facilitator to include major themes presented in
conversations about each exercise as well as additional follow-up considerations for participants.
The Different Experiences with Barriers slide (see Appendix B) can be added at the end of the
final shared working document to allow participants to continue unpacking their positionalities
within the teacher workforce (see Appendix D). The questions posed in this addendum reinforce
the development of a strategic adopter and implementer mentality within preservice teacher
cohorts and provide participants with a strategic framework (Spillane et al., 2002) for future
operationalization of LGBTQ-supportive interventions in their classrooms.
Project Evaluation
Though opportunities for operationalization of LGBTQ-supportive interventions - the
ultimate objective of this project - are limited for this cohort of the teacher workforce, this
website and professional development module are designed to address crucial deficiencies into
the future (Smith et al., 2008; Vavrus, 2009; Greytak et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2019). According
to Greytak et al. (2016) over 90% of current professional teachers report not having
LGBTQ-specific professional development during their preservice preparation program. Since
LGBTQ-specific professional development is shown to improve LGBTQ-supportive
interventions in active educators by 30% (Greytak et al., 2016) from 40% to 70%, a foundational
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extrapolation on the effectiveness of this project exists. Additional tracking of preservice teacher
cohorts behaviors as they transition into the professional teacher workforce is needed to fully
understand the effectiveness of this specific model of professional development.
Grounding preservice education professionals in shared policy paradigms and building
efficacy could be measured via pre- and post-module efficacy instruments, adapting existing
tools utilized to gauge collective teacher efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000). Vavrus (2009) shows
that critical pedagogies and autoethnographic exercises, similar to the ones employed in this
project, positively impact confidence levels in preservice teacher candidates. Understood within
the context of a still-forming canon of research, the integrative framework of this project - and
the literature reviewed - offers solutions grounded in widely-accepted educational and policy
theories. However, additional study is needed to evaluate whether the solutions presented
significantly impact the main objectives of the project of improving teacher workforce
engagement; indeed, the preservice teacher cohort is but one part of this complex problem.
Project Conclusions
21st century expectations for school safety and performance as well as the post-Bostock
policy climate call on policy makers, district leaders and school leaders to quickly address and
improve the gaps in treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders. Decades of national data
(Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010; Kosciw et al., 2012; Wright & Smith, 2015; Greytak et al.,
2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020) show lagging teacher
workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive practices, shown to improve safety and
performance metrics for this subset of stakeholders (Sears & Mallory, 2011; Kosciw et al., 2012;
Greytak et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2019; Kosciw et al., 2020). However,
recent study (Greytak et al., 2016) has begun to illuminate the reasons behind deficient

59
engagement and two clear themes have emerged: (1) unclear and/or unmandated policy signals
have muddled the adoption, implementation and operationalization processes, and (2) the teacher
workforce has not had comprehensive access to LGBTQ-specific professional development.
While there are theories and studies that could likely address both themes individually, the
objective of this project was to offer an integrative framework for understanding and improving
teacher workforce engagement via preservice teacher preparation programs.
Studies on sense-making, cognitive preparation and efficacy-building were utilized to
build the integrative framework on which this project relies. Spillane et al. (2002) offer helpful
theories around individual and organizational sense-making that occurs in muddled and/or
transitional policy climates, such as the policies around the workplace and student rights of
LGBTQ stakeholders. The schema presented in these articles inform the reading of Greytak et
al.’s (2016) datasets on teacher workforce engagement as contextualized within structural,
institutional, interpersonal and intrapersonal considerations. This concept guided the creation of
the project’s website. Vavrus (2009) offers a critical pedagogy and curriculum proven to improve
preservice teacher candidates’ confidence levels. Autoethnographic exercises as vital cognitive
preparation aligns with Spillane et al. (2002) as well as Bandura (1997) as tools to build teacher
efficacy. Bandura (1997) and Spillane (2004) theorize on the effectiveness of understanding and
addressing group-based deficiencies - especially in efficacy - through group-based solutions.
Hattie’s (2017) recent meta-analyses on Collective Teacher Efficacy reinforces this concept and
guided the creation of the professional development module included in this project.
The same theories from Bandura (1997) and Spillane et al. (2002) that ground this
integrative framework could prove helpful in developing complementary professional
development modules for other cohorts in K-12 education. Policymakers, district officials,

60
school leaders and administrators, and educator unions and associations all carry responsibility in
addressing and improving teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions.
The studies on sense-making, cognitive preparation and efficacy-building utilized in this project
recognize the important role of leadership (Goddard et al., 2000; Spillane et al., 2002; Spillane,
2004; Leithwood & Sun, 2012) and other social contexts that impact in-school behavior and
culture (Spillane et al., 2002; Spillane, 2004), particularly amidst transitional policy climates and
educational reform. Critical review of norms, rules and definitions allowing and restricting
teacher workforce engagement at the structural, institutional and organizational levels is vital to
comprehensive, lasting improvement in school safety and performance.
Plans for Implementation
Given the urgency of changing policy climates and the need for safety-based reform in
Michigan’s K-12 schools, this project will be presented to Michigan’s colleges of education
faculties in Winter of 2021 (see Appendix E). These strategies will have first been implemented
with preservice teacher cohorts at Grand Valley State University and Northern Michigan
University in Fall of 2020. The targeted audience for this project is preservice teacher
preparation program instructors already engaged in critical pedagogies, though instructors with
varying levels of engagement may express interest. Both the website and module are adaptable to
meet the specific needs, ability levels and situational contexts of the classroom and institution.
Connecting with other cohorts in Michigan’s K-12 education network is vital to the larger
objectives of this project to improve school safety and performance. Sharing insights on why
teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive interventions is lagging and specific tools
to address these shortfalls with policymakers, district officials, school leaders and administrators,
and educator unions and associations is a prerequisite to systemic, lasting change. Collaboration
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amongst this interconnected web of actors and influences is vital to the strategic adoption of
clear policy signals, the implementation of affirming practices and the operationalization of
effective interventions. Michigan’s executive branch has already demonstrated support of
LGBTQ workplace and school-based rights (Mallory et al., 2019), creating opportunities for
engagement with sympathetic state leadership. Moreover, Michigan’s teacher unions and
administrative associations have explicitly communicated a desire to address the state’s teacher
shortage via integrative efforts to recruit and retain LGBTQ professionals (Mallory et al., 2019).
Absent a supportive state legislature, other actors and agencies in Michigan are already engaged
in LGBTQ- supportive efforts; the objectives of this project align with those efforts.
While additional tracking of the preservice teacher cohorts that engage with the module
of this project is necessary to understand the impact of this specific approach, large-scale study is
needed in Michigan to capture state-level teacher workforce engagement data. State-wide data on
poor treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ stakeholders in K-12 already exists (GLSEN, 2019;
Mallory et al., 2019). A full-scale accounting of current state-wide engagement in supportive - or
antagonistic - efforts is imperative to creating an integrative framework for the adoption,
implementation and operationalization of measures to increase school safety and performance in
Michigan. Nevertheless, the integrative framework for improving engagement in
LGBTQ-supportive interventions via preservice teacher cohorts proposed in this project has the
potential to immediately enhance the LGBTQ-literacy of Michigan’s teacher workforce.
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Appendix A

“Legal Protections for LGBTQ Educators & Students in K-12” Website
An administrator and educator guide for understanding the legal updates and policy
recommendations on LGBTQ-supportive practices in K-12 public schools.
URL for website: https://sites.google.com/view/youngmanlegalupdateproject/home
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Home Webpage
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Terminology And Definitions Webpage
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Recent Scotus Decisions Webpage
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Guidance From The EEOC Webpage
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The National Landscape Webpage
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The Impact on K-12 Schools Webpage
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A Snapshot of Michigan Webpage
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Recommendations and Best Practices Webpage
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Appendix B

“Beyond Legal Protections: Improving School Safety & Performance via
LGBTQ-Supportive Interventions” Professional Development
A slide deck to facilitate in-person and/or virtual LGBTQ-specific professional development
workshops with pre-service teacher candidates.
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Appendix C

“Beyond Legal Protections: Improving School Safety & Performance via
LGBTQ-Supportive Interventions” Working Document
A template for creating a working document to facilitate in-person and/or virtual professional
development workshops with pre-service teachers on LGBTQ-supportive practices.
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BEYOND LEGAL PROTECTIONS
Improving School Safety & Performance via LGBTQ-Supportive Interventions
Callie Youngman | youngcal@gvsu.edu | M.Ed. in Educational Leadership

Welcome GVSU Teacher Candidates:
First off, let me start with a little bit of gratitude and the recognition that being here, together, right now, is a
win. I have intentionally created and curated the resources and exercises we are engaging with today to help
you be prepared to enter the teacher workforce proficient on prevailing LGBTQ topics. The recent suite of
decisions by the Supreme Court of the United States, which centered around the question of workplace
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, gender identity & gender expression (i.e. LGBTQ identities),
has changed the policy climate of our K-12 schools.
But our schools - particularly in Safety and Performance, are lagging. The good news: the research on model
policies and best practices has been consistent for decades. It is up to educators, new and veteran, to move this
conversation into the 21st century with the shared purpose of creating safer schools and stabilizing the teacher
workforce.
The Big Goals I have for us today:
1. Understand legal implications of Bostock (2020) suite of decisions and how it impacts K-12.
2. Move the conversation *beyond* legal protections and into what will actually help improve our
school cultures, making schools safer for all and keeping good teachers in the classroom.
3. Develop a language and framework for us to recognize and mitigate barriers to LGBTQ-supportive
policies and practices. Teachers report lowest efficacy on LGBTQ topics.
(Break-glass-in-case-of-emergency playbook)
4. Breathe life and light into what has been and can be a dark underbelly of how we do K-12.
The Grounding Concepts for this conversation:
●
●
●
●
●
●

History of K-12 teachers in the United States
History of public attitudes, policy climates and treatment of LGBTQ people in the United States
There has never been a serious argument re: the existence of discrimination, victimization and
violence against LGBTQ people - particularly LGBTQ teachers - throughout U.S. history. We all
agree it has been happening.
Legal question has always been: What, if anything, in the Constitution prevents a state, employer,
citizen, etc. from being able to discriminate against, victimize and inflict violence on LGBTQ people?
Bostock (2020) answered the heart of this legal question (and left some questions TBD).
With greater accountability in the areas of School Safety and Good Teacher Retention, what sort of
moral, pedagogical and social responsibility questions do we have left to wrestle with?

I welcome any additional questions or comments & can be reached at youngcal@gvsu.edu.

Sincerely,

Callie L. Youngman
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EXERCISE #1
TAKE-5: Call it by its name: Language is Power.
1. Open my website titled Legal Protections for LGBTQ Educators & Students in K-12 to
the page on Terminology + Definitions.
2. Read through the definition of Heteronormativity on the screen.

● David Nixon: “Heterosexism is pervasive through the education system”
● Brene Brown: “If you put shame in a petri dish, it needs three things to grow
exponentially: secrecy, silence and judgement. If you put the same amount of shame in
a petri dish and douse it with empathy, it cannot survive.”

EXERCISE #2
BREAKOUT SESSION - Becoming / Identity: We all come from somewhere.
1. I’ll go first. Here’s the link to my latest autoethnography (always a
work-in-progress).
2. Autoethnography of Gender & Sexuality (AKA The 5-Min Brain Dump)
a. What experiences stick out in which you were made aware of (a) gender –
yours or someone close to you, & (b) sexual orientation – yours or someone
close to you?
b. Do you remember having any LGBT students OR teachers in your school(s)? If
so, what do you think their experience was like?
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c. In what ways did your gender/sexual orientation (or at least what you
presented) impact how you were treated during your K-12 schooling?
3. After considering your responses & writing down your thoughts, share out your
reflections on when / how you started to unpack these parts of who you are & who you
are becoming.
MAJOR THEMES:

EXERCISE #3
BREAKOUT SESSION - Know The Conversation: A quick website deep-dive
1. Your task within your small group’s Breakout Room is to focus on a specific section of
the Legal Protections for LGBTQ Educators & Students in K-12 website.
2. Once you are in your breakout room, please click on the corresponding link to your
group’s unique page to begin collaborating. Have one person designated as the
Note-Taker and one person designated as the Reporter.
3. Once you and your group have synthesized your notes and thoughts, please fill out
your section in the table below and be prepared to share your 2-3 big take-aways
from your small group’s page (feel free to add hyperlinks if it makes sense).
Recent SCOTUS Decisions (BREAKOUT ROOM 1)
1.
2.
3.
Guidance from the EEOC (BREAKOUT ROOM 2)
1.
2.
3.
The National Landscape (BREAKOUT ROOM 3)
1.
2.
3.
The Impact on K-12 Schools (BREAKOUT ROOM 4)
1.
2.
3.
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A Snapshot of Michigan (BREAKOUT ROOM 5)
1.
2.
3.
Recommendations & Best Practices (BREAKOUT ROOM 6)
1.
2.
3.
EXERCISE #4
BREAKOUT SESSION - Barriers to Action: The research has been there, so why aren’t we
doing it?
1. Your task is to not only consider the different barriers to engaging in
LGBTQ-supportive efforts you might / will experience as a teacher, but think about
how you and/or your colleagues can overcome these barriers. This crowd-sourced
document will be provided back to you at the end of the day so you can carry it with
you into your future classrooms and school communities.
2. Once you are in your breakout room, please click on the corresponding link to your
group’s unique Google Doc to begin collaborating. Have one person designated as the
Note-Taker and one person designated as the Reporter.
a. BREAKOUT ROOM 1
b. BREAKOUT ROOM 2
c. BREAKOUT ROOM 3
d. BREAKOUT ROOM 4
e. BREAKOUT ROOM 5
f. BREAKOUT ROOM 6
3. Feel free to use my website as a resource but there’s also a lot of great insights out
there on the internet if you get stuck. Please be sure to utilize reputable sources and
hyperlink your suggestions.
4. I will stay in the main classroom to allow for folks to hop back in if they have
questions.
ADDITIONAL NOTES:

102
Working Document in Breakout Rooms 2 and 5
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Working Document in Breakout Rooms 1 and 3

104
Working Document in Breakout Rooms 4 and 6
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Appendix D

“Beyond Legal Protections: Improving School Safety & Performance via
LGBTQ-Supportive Interventions” Final Working Document Addendum
A sample follow-up addendum to the Working Document (see Appendix C) to include in the
final draft for participants in the professional development workshop(s).
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ADDITIONAL NOTES FROM CALLIE
●
●
●

●

●

LGBTQ educators are going to be experiencing
different barriers than non-LGBTQ staff members.
Look at the chart here (from article From Teasing to
Torment: School Climate Revisited) to gain some
additional insights on these differences
LGBTQ educators are more likely to experience
EXTERNAL BARRIERS than non-LGBTQ teachers
○ How can you offer up support in this area
specifically, if you do not identify as LGBTQ?
○ What are your responsibilities and specific points
of leadership leverage?
LGBTQ educators experience less INTERNAL
BARRIERS than non-LGBTQ teachers
○ How is this an asset for your school culture?
○ Why would you want to keep LGBTQ educators in
your district for this skill set?
LGBTQ educators experience LOGISTICAL
BARRIERS at about the same rate of non-LGBTQ
teachers
○ Importance of training in LGBTQ-supportive
practices for everyone as this has not been a part
of our shared K-12 experiences
○ Importance of not tokenizing and/or passing off all
LGBTQ topics onto the LGBTQ staff

Who is engaging in these Best Practices and Recommendations?
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Appendix E

Proposal of Services
A sample letter to department heads and faculty in Michigan teacher preparation programs.
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December 3, 2020

To the College of Education Faculty and Staff at GRAND VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY:
I am currently a Master of Education (M.Ed.) in Educational Leadership candidate at Grand
Valley State University (GVSU). For the completion of my degree, I am creating a Master’s
Project that offers solutions to address the disparate treatment and outcomes for LGBTQ
stakeholders - students and teachers alike - in our K-12 schools, particularly in our state of
Michigan. The project has two complementary components:
1. An interactive, informational website for preservice and in-service educators and school
leaders on the latest legal updates, policies and recommendations for engaging in
LGBTQ-supportive efforts. NOTE: feel free to utilize and share this website in your
classrooms and/or K-12 education circles.
2. An integrative, flexible professional development module specifically targeted to
address the role of the preservice teacher cohort of the workforce as playing a vital role in
improving teacher workforce engagement in LGBTQ-supportive efforts. NOTE: The PD
can be completed in one to four sessions, of two hours each. Meeting the needs and time
constraints of individual classrooms and instructors is of course the first priority.
LGBTQ-specific professional development has been shown to greatly improve the confidence
levels and likelihood of LGBTQ-supportive practices in teachers: 40% report engaging in these
practices without specific training, while 70% who have had specific training do (XX). Despite
this, more than 90% of current professional educators said that they did not receive any
LGBTQ-specific professional development in their preservice teacher preparation programs.
I have been engaged in this work since 2010, developing relationships within the Colleges of
Education at each of my stops at different institutions of higher education across the country.
With an emphasis on critical pedagogy and building the collective efficacies of your teacher
candidates, I welcome the opportunity to speak with you about this project and how I can support
the good work you are already doing at GRAND VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY.
Sincerely,
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